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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. In this Recommended Decision, the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service 
(“Joint Board”) provides the Commission its recommendations regarding Lifeline and Link-Up 
(collectively “LifelineILink-Up”), two federal support programs that are used to advance 
universal service and to ensure that quality telecommunications services are available to low- 
income consumers at just, reasonable, and affordable rates. Since its inception, Lifeline/Link-Up 
has provided support for telephone service to millions of low-income consumers.’ Despite this 
success, the Joint Board believes that the program can be further improved. Therefore, the Joint 
Board recommends that the Commission expand the default federal eligibility criteria to include 
an income-based criterion and additional means-tested programs. In addition, the Joint Board 
recommends that the Commission require states, under certain circumstances, to adopt 
verification procedures. Finally, to more effectively target low-income consumers, the Joint 
Board recommends that the Commission provide outreach guidelines for the Lifelinekink-Up 
program. The Joint Board believes that the recommendations set forth in this document will 
make the LifelindLink-Up program more inclusive and robust, consistent with section 254(b) of 
the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (“Act”), to meet the twin goals of affordability 
and increased subscribership.* 

11. BACKGROUND 

2. Section 254 of the Act codified the Commission’s and states’ historic commitment to 
advancing the availability of telecommunications services for all Americans. Specifically, 
section 254(b) establishes principles upon which the Joint Board and the Commission shall base 
policies for the preservation and advancement of universal service. These principles state that: 
(1) quality services should be available at just, reasonable, and affordable rates; (2) access to 
advanced telecommunications and information services should be provided in all regions of the 
Nation; (3) consumers in all regions of the Nation, including low-income consumers, should 
have access to telecommunications and information services, that are reasonably comparable to 
those services provided in urban areas and that are available at rates that are reasonably 
comparable to rates charged in urban areas; and (4) there should be specific, predictable and 
sufficient Federal and State mechanisms to preserve and advance universal ~ervice .~  
Additionally, section 254(e) states that only eligible telecommunications carriers designated 
pursuant to section 214(e)4 shall be eligible to receive federal universal service ~uppor t .~  To be 
designated an eligible telecommunications carrier pursuant to section 214(e), a carrier must 

~~~ ~ 

’ See FCC, Trends in Telephone Service Report, Table 7.2,7.4 (May 2002) (2002 Trends Repori) (estimating that 6.2 
million people paid reduced rates under the Lifeline program in 2001 and 12.1 million people paid reduced charges 
under Link-Up since 1987). 

’ 47 U.S.C. 5 254(h). 

47 U.S.C. 5 254(h). 

47 U.S.C. 5 214(e). 

47 U.S.C. 8 254(e). 
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throughout its service area “offer the services that are supported by Federal universal service 
support mechanisms under section 2 5 4 ( ~ ) . ” ~  Additionally, eligible telecommunications carriers 
must “advertise the availability of such services and the charges therefor using media of general 
distribution.”’ Carriers have flexibility to determine appropriate outreach methods and materials 
employed, subject to any state requirements. 

3. The Lifeline/Link-Up program is one of several universal service support 
mechanisms.* Universal service support advances the availability of telecommunications 
services to all consumers, including low-income consumers and those living in rural, insular, and 
high cost areas at rates that are reasonably comparable to those charged in urban areas.’ 
Universal service support also promotes the ability of schools, classrooms, libraries and health 
care providers to have access to advanced telecommunications services.” The Schools and 
Libraries program helps to ensure that the nation’s classrooms and libraries receive access to the 
vast array of educational resources that are accessible through the telecommunications network. 
The Rural Health Care program helps to link health care providers located in rural areas to urban 
medical centers so that patients living in rural America will have access to the same advanced 
diagnostic and other medical services that are enjoyed in urban communities. 

receiving telephone service for a single telephone line in their principal residence.’’ Link-Up 
provides low-income consumers with discounts on the initial costs of commencing telephone 
service.” Recognizing the unique needs and characteristics of the tribal community, enhanced 
Lifeline and Link-Up provides qualifying low-income individuals living on tribal lands with 
additional discounts on the cost of receiving telephone service and the initial costs of 
commencing telephone ~ervice.’~ 

4. Lifeline provides low-income consumers with monthly discounts on the cost of 

5. On December 21,2000, the Commission referred low-income support issues to the 
Joint Board.I4 In the Referral Order, the Commission requested the “Joint Board to undertake a 

47 U.S.C. 5 214(e)(l)(A). 

’47 U.S.C. 5 214(e)(l)(B) 

* The Commission adopted Lifelinekink-Up prior to passage ofthe 1996 Act pursuant to its general authority under 
sections 1,4(i), 201, and 205 ofthe Act. See Federalstate Joint Board on UniversalService, CC Docket No. 96-45, 
Report and Order, 12 FCC Rcd 8776,8952-53, pam. 329 (1997) (1997 Universal Service Order); 47 U.S.C. 55 151, 
154(i), 201,205. 

See 47 U.S.C. 5 254(bX3) 

lo See 47 U.S.C. 5 254(b)(6) 

I ’  See 47 C.F.R. 5 54.401(a)(2); 1997 Universal Service Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 8957, para. 341 

‘‘See 47 C.F.R. 5 54.41 I(a)(l) 

I3  See 47 C.F.R. $5  54.405(a)(4), 54.41 l(a)(3). 

See Federal-State Joint Board on UniversalService, CC Docket No. 96-45, Order, 15 FCC Rcd 25257 (2000) 14 

(Referral Order). 
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review of Lifeline and Link-Up service for all low-income customers, including a review of the 
income eligibility  riter ria."'^ In response to the Referral Order, the Joint Board released a 
Public Notice seeking comment on its review of Lifeline and Link Up, including enhanced 
Lifeline and Link Up.16 The Public Notice specifically sought comment on the effectiveness of 
the current rules, possible modifications to the programs, and outreach efforts.” 

111. DISCUSSION 

6 .  As an initial matter, the Joint Board believes that the Lifeline/Link-Up programs 
generally are effective, and we are confident that the modifications proposed herein will improve 
them even further. As discussed below, on average, Lifeline/Link-Up assistance programs have 
produced increased telephone subscription among low income households, as was our goal. 
Nevertheless, our analysis also reveals that significant differences in low-income telephone 
penetration exist over time and among the states.” Therefore we also recommend that the 
Commission seek more information as to the reasons for these differences in program 
effectiveness. 

7. The data reviewed by the Joint Board suggests that there may be a strong connection 
between Lifelinenink-Up assistance and telephone penetration. Between 1984 and 1997, the 
telephone penetration rate for low-income households in states with Lifeline/Link-Up assistance 
increased by an average of 0.5% per year. By comparison, the penetration rate for low-income 
households in states without Lifeline/Link-Up assistance increased by an average of 0.25% per 
year. The Federal-State Joint Board’s 1999 Monitoring Report found that “the Lifeline program 
has a positive and significant impact on telephone subscribership, implying that increases in the 
Lifeline discount would increase telephone penetration.”” In addition, the Commission’s 1997 
Universal Service Order concluded that “providing Lifeline support in all states, irrespective of 
state participation, will help increase subscribership in those states that presently do not 
participate in the Lifeline program.”’’ 

8 .  Additionally, the data reviewed by the Joint Board indicates that, between 1997 and 
2001, the penetration rate for low-income households in states with full Lifeline/Link-Up 

ReferralOrder, 15 FCC Rcd at 25251 

See Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service Seeks Comment on Review of Lifeline andLink-Up Service for 

IS 

I 6  

All Low-Income Consumers, CC-Docket 96-45, Public Notice, 16 FCC Rcd 18407 (2001) (Public Notice). 

“Seeid.at 18409, 18411-14. 

For example, between 1997 to 2001, low-income telephone penetration increased by 15.9% in Alaska, but decreased I S  

by 2.4% in Illinois. See industry Analysis and Technology Division, Wireline Competition Bureau, Federal 
Communications Commission, Telephone Penetration By Income By State at 9, Table 3 (re1 Apr. 2002). 

Industry Analysis Division, Common Carrier Bureau, Federal Communications Commission, Federal-State Joint 19 

Board December 1999 Monitoring Report at 6 - 7 (rel. Feb. ZOOO), available at 
~h t tp : / lwww.fcc .gov iureaus /Common~Ca~ie r~epo~s /FCC-Sta te~Li~oni to r /mrd99~6 .pd~ .  

’’ 1997 UniversalService Order, 12 FCC Rcd 8776,8963-64, para. 353 (1997). 
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assistance increased by an average of 0.61% per year.*’ By comparison, the penetration rate for 
low-income households in states with intermediate Lifeline/Link-Up assistance increased by 
0.29%?2 States with basic LifelinelLink-Up assistance saw a decrease in penetration rates by an 
average of -0.21% per year.23 Thus, telephone penetration increased at a greater rate, on average, 
for low-income households in those states where the maximum federal support was provided. 

9. Despite significant success of the program in some states, Lifelinekink-Up continues 
to serve only a small portion of the low-income households in this country. Lifeline/Link-Up 
take rates have been highest in states that provide matching funds and engage in proactive 
targeted efforts such as automatic enrollment, aggressive outreach and intrastate multi-agency 
cooperation. We agree with the vast majority of commenters that the current LifelineLink-Up 
program could be further improved, consistent with the statutory principle of affordability and 
the goal to promote universal service by increasing s~bscribership.~~ The Joint Board must also 
ensure that the public interest is served by the efficient use of universal service support. We 
believe that the recommendations outlined in this Recommended Decision will achieve these 
goals. 

10. Generally, the Joint Board recommends that the current program-based default 
federal eligibility criteria should be expanded to include an income-based standard of 135% of 
the Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPG), the Temporary Aid to Needy Families program (TANF), 
and the National School Lunch free lunch program (NSL).” Although the Joint Board strongly 
encourages the states to adopt these measures, we do not recommend imposing a national 
eligibility standard on states that currently provide LifelineLink-Up support. The Joint Board 
also recommends that the Commission require states to adopt verification procedures, under 

Industry Analysis Division, Common Carrier Bureau, Federal Communications Commission, Federal-State Joinf 
Board Ocfober 2002 Monitoring Report, Table 6.4,6 - 19 (rel. Oct. 2002), available at 
<hnp:Nwww.fcc.govlBureaus/Common_Carrier~Repo~~CC-State~Li~onitorl~sO2-O.pd~ (2002 Monitoring 
Reporf). States with full LifelinelLink-Up assistance provide ‘‘sufficient support to get the maximum federal 
matching support. The total federal and state support in these states was $1 1.35 or more.” Id. at 6 - 7. 

22 2001 Monitoring Report at Table 6.4. States with intermediate LifelinelLink-Up assistance provide “some 
suppon, but less than enough to qualify for the maximum federal support. The monthly level of support in such 
stateswasmorethan$6.10, butlessthan$11.35.” Id . a t6 -7 .  

23 2001 Moniforing Report at Table 6.4. States with basic LifelinelLink-Up assistance provide “no support, but 
receiv[e] the basic federal support of $6.10 per line per month.” Id. at 6 - 7. 

” 47 U.S.C. 5 254(b). 

2s We note that the recommended modifications to the federal LifelinelLink-Up program are general in nature and 
not specifically intended to affect consumers living on tribal lands. We note that several commenters who 
specifically addressed tribal needs made generally applicable suggestions, such as adding an income-based criterion 
and requiring more extensive outreach efforts targeting consumers living on tribal lands. See Confederated Tribes of 
the Umatilla Indian Reservation Comments at 1 3  (Umatilla); Gila River Telecommunications, Inc. Comments at 5, 
12-1 5 (Gila River); Smith Bagley, Inc. Reply Comments at 3-5, 8-9 (Smith Bagley). We propose many of these 
suggestions in this Recommended Decision. 

21 
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certain circumstances, to ensure that consumers receiving benefits are eligible. The Joint Board 
recommends that the Commission issue guidelines on which states and carriers can base their 
outreach practices, in order to more effectively target low-income consumers and increase 
participation in the LifelindLink-Up programs. The Joint Board believes that gathering data and 
information about state Lifeline/Link-Up programs will enable the Commission to make more 
informed decisions in any future Lifeline/Link-Up orders. In order to obtain feedback on the 
success of the revised Lifeline/Link-Up program, the Joint Board recommends that the 
Commission adopt a voluntary information collection from the states in its future order adopting 
changes to the Lifeline/Link-Up program. This voluntary survey, as contained in Appendix C, 
would ask states to provide information about any eligibility and verification criteria 
implemented as a result of the Commission's changes to the Lifeline/Link-Up program.26 States 
would provide feedback on whether the changes improved telephone penetration rates, on any 
administrative burdens or inefficiencies the state has experienced, and on suggestions for 
additional changes to the Lifeline/Link-Up program. The Joint Board recommends that the 
Commission make submission of this survey voluntary for states with a due date of one year 
following the effective date of any changes made to the LifelindLink-Up program. The Joint 
Board recommends that the Commission seek comment on the survey's format and questions 
asked. 

A. Eligibility 

1. Background 

1 1, Currently, Lifeline/Link-Up eligibility is based on participation in means-tested 
programs. In order to be eligible for LifelineiLink-Up assistance under the default federal 
criteria for states that do not have their own Lifeline/Link-Up program, a consumer must certify, 
under penalty of perjury, that he/she participates in at least one of the following federal 
programs: Medicaid, Food Stamps, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Federal Public Housing 
Assistance (Section 8), or the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP).*' In 
states that have their own Lifeline/Link-Up programs, the consumer must meet the eligibility 
criteria established by the state, consistent with sections 54.409 and 54.41 5 of the Commission's 
rules, and follow the state's certification procedures.28 The current rules allow states that have 
their own programs flexibility in establishing their own eligibility criteria to fit the unique 
characteristics of that state, although some of these states elect to use the federal criteria as their 
default ~tandard.~' 

12. In the Twelfrh Report and Order;' the Commission adopted more expansive 

"See Appendix C. 

"See 47 C.F.R. $5  54.409(b), 54.415(b). 

28 See 47 C.F.R. @ 54.409(a), 54.415(a). 

"See 47 C.F.R. $5  54.409(a). 

Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service: Promoting Deployment and Subscribership in Uncerved and 30 

UnderseivedAreas, Including Tribal and Insular Areas, CC Docket No. 96-45, Twelfth Repon and Order, 
(continued ....) 
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LifelineILink-Up eligibility criteria for low-income consumers living on tribal lands?' For those 
consumers, the Commission established an enhanced Lifeline/Link-Up program. In order to 
qualify for enhanced Lifeline/Link-Up if the consumer lives in a state that does not have its own 
Lifeline/Link-Up program, the consumer must certify, under penalty of perjury, that he/she 
participates in one of the five programs listed above or any of the following additional federal 
programs: Bureau of Indian Affairs General Assistance, Tribally-Administered Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (Tribal TANF), Head Start (only for those meeting its income 
qualifying standard), or the National School Lunch Program's free lunch pr~gram.~' In a state 
with its own enhanced LifeIine/Link4.Jp program, a consumer living on tribal lands may also 
meet the eligibility and certification criteria established by the state.33 But consumers living on 
tribal lands may still receive federal enhanced LifelineILink-Up support even if they do not meet 
the state's eligibility criteria, as long as they meet the federal default eligibility criteria for the 
enhanced program. 

13. In January 2002, there were an estimated 107 million total households in the U.S.34 
An estimated 17.4 million of these households (or 16.3%) were eligible for Lifeline/Link-Up 
assistance under the current eligibility  riter ria.^' Based on Universal Service Administrative 
Company (USAC) an estimated 6.5 million low-income households (or 38% of eligible 
households) actually subscribed to the Lifeline service in 2002.37 USAC also reports that total 
2002 expenditures for Lifeline were $647 million.38 

(...continued from previous page) 
Memorandum Opinion and Order, and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 15 FCC Rcd 12208 (2000) ( T w p h  
Report and Order). 

"See  Tweph Reportandorder, 15 FCC Rcdat 12215, 1224349 

32 See47 C.F.R. @54.409(c), 54.415(c). 

See47 C.F.R. $5  54.409(c), 54.415(c). 

This estimate was based on March 2000 Current Population Survey of Household data (CPSH data), and adjusted for 

33 

34 

growth. 

35 These figures were based on March 2000 CPSH data and adjusted for growth. See also 
<http://www .lifelinesupport.org>. 

'' USAC is a private, not-for-profit corporation that administers the universal service support mechanisms. 

quarterly Lifeline subscribers for the last quarter of2002. See Federal Universal Service Support Mechanisms Fund 
Size Projections for the Second Quarter 2003, L108, available at Qnp://\nvw.universalservice.org/overview/filings> 
(filed January 3 1,2003) (USAC Filingfor Second Quarter 2003 Projecfions); USAC Lifeline Report for the Fourth 
Quarter of 2002 (unpublished report). 

This data represents average quarterly Lifeline subscribers for the fust three quarters of2002 and estimated average 37 

This data represents actual reported Lifeline expenditures for the fust nine months of 2002 and estimated Lifeline 
expenditures for the last three months of 2002. See USACFilingfor Second Quarter 2003 Projections at LI07; Federal 
Universal Service Support Mechanisms Fund Size Projections for the Fourth Quarter 2002, L101, available at 
<http://www.universaIservice.org/overview/filings> (filed August 2,2002) (WAC Filingfor Fourth Quarter 2002 
Projections). 

38 
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14. In the Public Notice, the Joint Board sought comment on whether an income-based 
standard should replace or be added to the current program-based criteria, and whether to add 
more assistance programs to the current list of default eligibility criteria in order to improve 
LifelindLink-Up parti~ipation.~~ The Joint Board also sought comment on whether the 
Commission should adopt one national standard for purposes of determining eligibility for 
federal support.4o Finally, the Joint Board sought comment on whether the Commission should 
adopt a set duration period of eligibility for Lifeline/Li~k-Up.~’ 

2. Discussion 

a. Income-Based Criteria 

15. The Joint Board recommends that the Commission add an income-based standard to 
the current default federal eligibility criteria. Specifically, the Joint Board recommends that a 
consumer be eligible for Lifelinekink-Up when the consumer’s income is at or below 135% of 
the Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPG). The Joint Board finds that adding an income-based 
criterion of 135% of the FPG will increase low-income participation in the Lifelinekink-Up 
program. This would enable, for example, a family of four whose annual income is at or below 
$24,840 to qualify for LifelineILink-Up support.42 We have included in Appendix D estimated 
income requirements for various sizes of households at or below 135% of the FPG.43 We 
estimate that adding an income-based criterion of 135% of the FPG could result in approximately 
one million new Lifeline subscribers. Of these new Lifeline subscribers, we project that 
approximately one quarter would be new subscribers to telephone service. Therefore, in addition 
to putting many low-income subscribers on the network for the first time, this additional criterion 
would also ensure that many other low-income subscribers will be better able to afford to remain 
on the network.44 We believe adding an income-based standard would promote universal service 
by increasing subscribership and overcoming certain barriers to participation, as described 
below. 

SeePublicNotice, 16FCCRcdat 18411-12 

SeePublicNofice, 16FCC Rcdat 18411. 

See Public Notice, 16 FCC Rcd at 1 84 1 1. 

See 2003 Poverty Guidelines for the 48 Contiguous States and the District of Columbia, 68 Fed. Reg. 6456-58 (2003) 

39 

40 

41 

42 

(2003 FPG). 

See Appendix D 

See Joint Board Staff Analysis set forth in Appendix F. The staff analysis assumes that all states choose to adopt the 
new federal default income-based standard in accordance with the Joint Board’s recommendation that the Commission 
encourage all states to adopt the new recommended federal default criteria. See infra para. 25. Accordingly, the 
estimates presented are likely to represent the upper limit of potential new Lifeline and telephone subscribers and 
estimated impact on the fund. If some states choose not to adopt the federal income-based criteria, the number of 
subscribers would be correspondingly lower. This analysis also assumes the following: states that already have an 
income criterion of 150% ofthe FPG or higher keep it: the FPG standards remain the same; there are no other changes 
to the LifelineiLink-Up program or the qualifying LifelineiLink-Up eligibility programs; and people quickly learn of 
the program change and rapidly act on that information. See Appendix F at 13. 

44 
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16. We note that, in the TweIfrh Reporf and Order, the Commission declined to adopt an 
income-based criterion, but promised to further examine this possibility in the future because it 
might “reach more low-income consumers, including low-income tribal members, than the 
current method of conditioning eligibility on participation in particular low-income assistance 
 program^."^' The overwhelming majority of commenters support adding an income-based 
standard to the current program-based criteria.46 We agree with commenters that adding an 
income-based standard could capture some low-income consumers that are no longer eligible for 
Lifeline/Link-Up because they no longer participate in the qualifying assistance  program^.^' In 
1996, Congress passed “The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation 

federal public assistance programs, including time limits and work requirements backed by 
sanctions. Either as a direct or indirect result of PRWORA, participation is decreasing in many 
public assistance programs, including programs used to determine eligibility for LifelindLink- 

We agree with BellSouth that participation in “the very programs that have been used to 
meet the needs-based eligibility requirements for Lifeline and Link-Up have been shrinking” as 
one consequence of PRWORA.so A few commenters state that individuals that are no longer 
eligible to receive welfare benefits are still too poor to afford the cost of local telephone 

also known by the acronym “PRWORA.” PRWORA instituted sweeping changes to 

Twerfth Report and Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 12247, para. 72. 

See Public Utilities Commission of Ohio Comments at 2 (Ohio Commission); National Association of State Utility 
Consumer Advocates Comments at 13-18,37 (NASUCA); NASUCA Reply Comments at 2-3; Gila River Comments 
at 5 ;  Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel Reply Comments at 1-3 (Texas OPC); United States Conference of 
Catholic Bishops, Alliance for Community Media, Appalachian People’s Action Coalition, Center for Digital 
Democracy, Consumer Action, Consumer Federation of America, Edgemont Neighborhood Coalition, Migrant Legal 
Action Program Comments at 3-5 (U.S. Catholic Bishops); United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, Alliance for 
Community Media, Appalachian People’s Action, Consumer Federation of America, Edgemont Neighborhood 
Coalition, Migrant Legal Action Program Reply Comments at 6-7 (US. Catholic Bishop); Civil Rights Forum on 
Communication Policy Comments at 8-9 (Civil Rights Forum); Minnesota Department of Commerce Comments at 3 
(Minnesota DOC); BellSouth Corporation Comments at 2 (BellSouth); BellSouth Reply Comments at 1-2; Utility, 
Cable & Telecommunications Committee of the City Council of New Orleans Comments at 3 (New Orleans Council); 
Colorado Department of Human Services, Office of Self-Sufficiency, Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel Reply 
Comments at 3 (Colorado DHSIOCC); Dollar Energy Fund, Inc. Comments at I (Dollar Energy Fund); North Dakota 
Comments Public Service Commissioner Susan Wefald at Attachment C (North Dakota Comments Public Service 
Commissioner); Oklahoma Corporation Commission Comments at 3 4  (Oklahoma Commission); Smith Bagley Reply 
Comments at 3-5. 

45 

46 

BellSouth Reply Comments at 2; Civil Rights Forum Comments at 8; New Orleans Council Comments at 3; 47 

NASUCA Comments at 7-10; U.S. Catholic Bishops Comments at 4; U.S. Catholic Bishops Reply Comments at 4-5. 

‘* Pub.L.No. 104-193, 110 Stat. 2105 (Aug. 22, 1996) 

‘’ For example, participation decreased in Medicaid from 41.2 million enrollees in fiscal year (FY) 1996 to 40.8 million 
enrollees in FY 1999. See <http://www.cms.hhs.gov>. Participation substantially decreased in Food Stamps 6om 25.5 
million recipients in FY 1996 to 17.3 million recipients in FY 2001. See <http://www.fis.usda.gov>. 

BellSouth Comments at 2. AccordNASUCA Comments at 7-10 50 

IO 
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~ervice.~’ In addition, we believe that many otherwise qualified low-income individuals refuse 
to participate in public assistance programs because they wish to avoid the stigma that may be 
associated with such  program^.^' In the 1997 Universal Service Order, the Commission 
promised to monitor the impact of PRWORA and revise eligibility criteria if participation in 
Lifeline/Link-Up qualifying programs “bewmes an unworkable standard.”53 Although we have 
not reached an “unworkable standard,” the Joint Board now believes that decreasing enrollment 
in Lifeline/Link-Up qualifying programs requires revisions to the criteria to avoid reaching such 
a critical point. Therefore, adding an income-based standard could increase subscribership 
among individuals affected by PRWORA or who wish to avoid the stigma commonly associated 
with being on welfare. Moreover, adding an income-based standard should also help ensure that 
low-income subscribers will be better able to afford to remain on the network. Thus, adding this 
standard will further the goals of section 254 and enhance the value of the network.54 

17. We believe that the selection of 135% of the FPG strikes an appropriate balance 
between increasing subscribership and not significantly burdening the universal service support 
mechanism. We also believe that it is in accord with recommendations from commenters, other 
federal welfare programs, and existing state rules. We note that most commenters support 
adoption of an income-based standard ranging from 125% to 150% of the FPG.55 In addition, 
many other federal welfare programs base eligibility on an income-based criterion within that 
range.56 Finally, many state Lifeline/Link-Up programs have an income-based criterion that falls 
within that range.57 Because the Public Notice in this proceeding did not include a specific FPG 
proposal, the Joint Board recommends that the Commission seek additional comment on whether 

Civil Rights Forum Comments at 8 (‘‘[AIS people have been taken offthe welfare rolls and begun to work, many 
[have] incomes at or just above the poverty line and still remain too poor to afford hasic telephone service.”). Accord 
Colorado DHSIOCC Reply Comments at 3. 

’*New Orleans Council Comments at 3; Oklahoma Commission Comments at 5; U.S. Catholic Bishops Comments at 
19. 

5 1  

1997 UniversalService Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 8914, para. 314 53 

“47  U.S.C. 5 254 

See, e.g., Civil Rights Forum Comments at 8; Gila River Comments at 5;  Minnesota DOC Comments at 3; 55 

NASUCA Comments at 15-18; Ohio Comments at 2; Texas OPC Reply Comments at 2-3; U.S. Catholic Bishops 
Comments at 4-5. 

For example, the following federal programs use an income-based standard as an eligibility criterion: Medicaid 
(income at or helow 133% ofthe FPG), Food Stamps (gross income at or helow 130% ofthe FPG), LIHEAP (income 
at or below 150% ofthe FPG or 60% of state median income), National School Lunch program’s kee lunch program 
(income at or below 130% ofthe FPG). We note that these programs may also use other eligibility criteria. 

56 

For example, BellSouth Florida, Sprint Nevada, Tennessee, and Texas have an income-based eligibility criterion of 
125% ofthe FPG. Idaho, Qwest Oregon, and Qwest Utah have an income-based eligibility criterion of 133% ofthe 
FPG. Verizon Oregon has an income-based eligibility criterion of 135% of the FPG. Pacific Bell California, Kansas, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Sprint Missouri, Nebraska, Moapa Valley Nevada, Verizon Nevada, Sprint Pennsylvania, and 
Vermont have an income-based eligibility criterion of 150% ofthe FPG. We note these programs may also use other 
eligibility criteria. 
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135% of the FPG is appropriate or whether a different FPG level should be used for the federal 
default eligibility criteria. 

18. The Joint Board is cognizant that the addition of an income-based standard at 135% 
of the FPG would likely increase the cost of the LifelindLink-Up program.58 The Joint Board 
believes, however, that the benefits of adding new and maintaining existing low-income 
households on the network outweigh these potential increased costs.59 We also note that a few 
commenters express concern that adding an income standard may result in fraud because income 
levels may be difficult to determine, audit, and verify. Those concerns are addressed in section 
B of this document, where the Joint Board recommends more stringent verification of eligibility 
when using an income-based standard. 

19. We do not recommend replacing the current default federal eligibility criteria 
altogether with an income-based standard. We believe that replacing the current program-based 
criteria with an income-based standard could cause many current subscribers to become 
ineligible.60 We also find that replacing program-based criteria with income-based criteria could 
be very disruptive to states that utilize the federal default standard to determine eligibility in their 
respective Lifeline/Link-Up programs. If the Commission adds an income-based criterion to the 
federal default criteria, these states can continue to rely on program-based criteria. As the 
Commission found in the 1997 Universal Service Order, the diversity of the qualifying 
programs' eligibility criteria ensures that low-income individuals with disparate public assistance 
needs remain eligible for Lifeline/Link-Up su~por t .~ '  Moreover, progam-hased criteria are 
easily verified. We also note that commenters overwhelmingly preferred adding an income- 
based standard rather than replacing the current program-based criteria with an income-based 
standard.62 

"See Appendix F. Although we estimate that increased funding requirements could be over $100 million, we 
recognize that it is difficult to predict with certainty how consumers may behave if program requirements change. 
In addition, the staff analysis assumes that all states choose to adopt the new federal default income-based standard 
in accordance with the Joint Board's recommendation that the Commission encourage all states to adopt the new 
recommended federal default criteria. See infra para. 25 .  Accordingly, the estimates presented are likely to 
represent the upper limit of the estimated impact on the fund. If some states choose not to adopt the federal income- 
based criteria, the costs would be correspondingly lower. This analysis also assumes the following: states that 
already have an income criterion of 150% of the FPG or higher keep it; the FPG standards remain the same; there 
are no other changes to the Lifeline/Link-Up program or the qualifying LifelindLink-Up eligibility programs, or to 
the TANF and NSL programs that we recommend here; and people quickly learn of the program change and rapidly 
act on that information. See Appendix F at 13. 

59 See generully Appendix F. 

6o See Appendix F at 12,32 (Table 4.A). 

See 1997 UniversalService Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 8974, para. 374 

62 Numerous commenters supported adding an income-based criterion to the current program-based criteria. See e& 
BellSouth Comments at 2; BellSouth Reply Comments at 1-2; Civil Rights Forum Comments at 8-9; Colorado 
DHS/OCC Comments at 3; Dollar Energy Fund Comments at 1 ; Gila River Comments at 5; Minnesota DOC 
Comments at 3; NASUCA Comments at 14-1 8 ,37;  NASUCA Reply Comments at 3; New Orleans Council Comments 
at 3; North Dakota Public Service Commissioner Comments at Attachment C ;  Ohio Commission Comments at 2; 

(continued. .. .) 
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b. Program-Based Criteria 

20. The Joint Board recommends adding two additional assistance programs to the 
current list of default federal eligibility criteria. Specifically, the Joint Board recommends that 
the Commission add the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families program (TANFf’ and the 
National School Lunch free lunch program (NSL) because we believe these programs will help 
to capture more low-income individuals and, in doing so, increase telephone subscribership 
among low-income households.a 

21. Under the Commission’s current rules, Tribal TANF is an eligibility criterion for 
enhanced LifelineILink-Up.” As discussed below. TANF eligibility vanes by state. Adding 
TANF to the current list of eligibility criteria would permit more low-income individuals, not 
just those living on tribal lands, to qualify for Lifeline/Link-Up support, thereby increasing 
telephone subscribership. Although 2.1 million families currently participate in TANF,66 we 
cannot project how many additional persons may become eligible for Lifelinekink-Up if TANF 
is adopted because many low-income households typically participate in more than one 
assistance program once they meet the qualifying criteria. Some people who are enrolled in 
TANF may already be participating in LifelineILink-Up through another qualifying assistance 
program. 

22. The Joint Board believes that onc benefit of adding TANF to improve telephone 
penetration among low-income subscribers is the broad discretion states are given to establish 
eligibility standards for each state’s respective TANF pr~gram.~’ This broad discretion enables 
states to tailor the TANF program to their constituents’ needs. Another advantage of adding 
TANF is that verification of Lifelinekink-Up eligibility would simply involve checking TANF 

(...continued from previous page) 
Oklahoma Commission Comments at 3-4; Smith Bagley Reply Comments at 3-5; Texas OPC Reply Comments at 1-3; 
U.S. Catholic Bishops Comments at 4-5; U S .  Catholic Bishop Reply Comments at 6-7. We note that only one 
commenter supported replacement of the current program-based criteria with an income-based standard. See Dollar 
Energy Fund Comments at 1. 

‘’ TANF replaced the Aid to Families with Dependent Children program (AFDC). TANF is codified at 42 U.S.C. g§ 
600 et seq. 

We note that both TANF and NSL are subject to modification, as are all the means-tested programs that comprise 
Lifeline/Link-Up’s program-based criteria. 

6s In Tribal TANF, participation is only open to those living on tribal lands, and tribes implement their own TANF 
programs with eligibility criteria and benefits that vary by tribe rather than by state. See 
<http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/dts/>. 

66 In fiscal year 2001, there were approximately 2.1 million families receiving TANF support. This includes hibal and 
non-tribal families. See <http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ofai>. Data for Tribal TANF is incomplete because not all 
tribes reported enrollment data. See <http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/dts/>. 

‘’ We note that flexible state use of TANF funds bas led to some controversy. Much of the controversy surrounds state 
partnerships with religious organizations, and the potential use of TANF funds for non-income-based purposes, such as 
preserving marriage and reducing teenage pregnancy rates. 

13 

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/dts
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ofai
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/dts


Federal Communications Commission FCC 035-2 

program records. Furthermore, commenters suggest that TANF captures many low-income 
households that may not participate in other Lifeline/Link-Up qualifying public-assistance 
programs.68 We note that in the 1997 Universal Service Order, the Commission rejected a 
proposal to add TANF’s predecessor, AFDC, to the list of qualifying Lifeline/Link-Up 
programs.69 At the time, the Commission was concerned about the impact of PRWORA on that 
particular 
impacted by PRWORA as evidenced b decreased TANF participation rates since fiscal year 
1996, participation rates are still high.” Furthermore, in the Twerfth Report and Order, the 
Commission extended Lifeline/Link-Up eligibility criteria to include the Tribal TANF program, 
concluding that the “household income thresholds for these newly added programs range from 
100-130 percent of the [FPG]” and were therefore “consistent with the [income thresholds of 
those] programs included in ow current federal default list.”72 Therefore, we believe that 
extending Lifeline/Link-Up benefits to TANF participants will increase telephone 
subscribership. 

23. The Joint Board also recommends that the Commission add the NSL free lunch 
program.73 Under the Commission’s current rules, Tribal NSL is an eligibility criterion for 
enhanced Lifeline/Link-Up on tribal lands.74 To be eligible for NSL’s free lunch program, the 
household income must be at or below 130% of the FPG, which is $23,920 for a family of 
The child, not the parent, is the named applicant. Adding NSL to the current list of default 
federal eligibility criteria would permit more low-income individuals, not just those living on 
tribal lands, to qualify for Lifeline/Link-Up support, thereby increasing subscribership. There 
were approximately 16 million children enrolled in NSL in fiscal year 2001 .76 As with TANF, 
however, we cannot project how many additional persons may become eligible for Lifeline/Link- 
Up if NSL is adopted because many low-income households typically participate in more than 
one assistance program once they meet the qualifying criteria. We also note that there is no data 

Although the Joint Board agrees that this program has been significantly 

68 See National Consumer Law Center on behalf of Massachusetts Union of Public Housing Tenants Comments at 11- 
12 (NCLC); North Dakota Public Service Commissioner Comments at 3, Attachment C; U.S. Catholic Bishops 
Comments at 18-19. 

See 1997 UniversalSenrice Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 8974, para. 374 

See id. 

See supra note 61 

69 

70 

71 

72 TwelfrhReportandOrder, 15 FCC Rcdat 12245, para. 68. 

See Qttp://www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/l~cWdefault.h~>. NSL is codified at 42 U.S.C. $9 175 1 etseq. 

In Tribal NSL, participation is only open to children living on hibal lands, and children living on tribal lands are 
automatically eligible if they or their household receives assistance under the Food Distribution Program on Indian 
Reservations. See <http://www.ms.usda.gov/cnd/luncWdefault.h~ >. 

75 See 2003 FPG, 68 Fed.Reg. at 6456-58. 

76 This does not include Tribal NSL, as no tribal enrollment data is currently available. See 
<http://www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/luncWdefault.htm>. 

73 

76 
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on the total number of households in which NSL participants reside, because more than one NSL 
participant may reside in a single household. 

24. The Joint Board agrees with the US. Catholic Bishops that adding NSL may improve 
telephone penetration among low-income subscribers because it may capture many low-income 
households that may not participate in other Lifelinekink-Up qualifying public-assistance 
programs.77 Participation in the NSL program is increasing, unlike other assistance programs 
where PRWORA has prompted decreased enrollment.78 Also, adding NSL is consistent with the 
Commission's determination in the Twelfth Report and Order that eligibility for Lifelinekink- 
Up should be limited to those qualifying for free lunch.79 This captures only the neediest of 
families. Another advantage of adding NSL is that verification of eligibility would simply 
involve checking NSL program records. Accordingly, we believe that adding NSL will help to 
target Lifeline/Link-Up support to the appropriate low-income households. 

c. National Eligibility Standard for Receipt of Federal Support 

25. The Joint Board recommends that the Commission strongly encourage states to 
incorporate the federal eligibility changes into state programs and to implement them 
accordingly. The Joint Board does not recommend, however, that the Commission mandate any 
federal criteria for states because we believe states should maintain the flexibility to respond to 
the needs of their constituents. For example, the Joint Board does not recommend that the 
Commission establish a mandatory national eligibility standard for receipt of federal 
Lifeline/Link-Up funds. A national standard set by the Commission would impose a uniform list 
of eligibility criteria on all states, including those with their own Lifeline/Link-Up programs. 
States would not be free to add or remove eligibility criteria. The Joint Board also does not 
recommend the establishment of a minimum federal floor upon which states would be able to 
expand their own eligibility criteria. A minimum floor set by the Commission would impose a 
uniform list of eligibility criteria on all states, but would leave states free to expand eligibility 
criteria to better target the needs of their constituents. Although the Public Notice sought 
comment on these proposals, at this time, the Joint Board recommends retention of the current 
rules that permit states to establish their own eligibility criteria if they have their own 
Lifeline/Link-Up program." 

26. Although a national eligibility standard or a minimum federal floor might bring a 
certain level of uniformity among states, we believe, as do many commenters, that, generally, 
states are in a better position than the federal government to target the needs of their own 

U S .  Catholic Bishops Comments at 19. 

For example, in 1997, there were 15.8 million children enrolled in the NSL free lunch program. In 2001, there were 
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16 million children enrolled in the NSL free lunch program. See <http://www.ms.usda.gov/cnd/lunch/default.h~>. 

Twerfth Report and Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 12215,12245 79 

*'See Public Notice, 16 FCC Rcd at 1841 I 
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consumers.81 As explained above, if a state has its own state Lifelinekink-Up program, it may 
use its own eligibility criteria. The Joint Board believes that states should continue to have the 
flexibility to permit low-income consumers to receive federal and state LifelineILink-Up support 
if the consumer participates in state-administered public assistance programs, such as Alaska’s 
Heating Assistance Program,8* in addition to broader-based federal public assistance programs 
such as Food Stamps. For states that choose to adopt an income-based standard, as is 
recommended here for the federal default eligibility criteria, this will also permit the states 
flexibility to tailor that standard to economic variables unique to the state’s cost of living, per 
capita income, and  demographic^.^^ 

27. The recommended modifications to the federal Lifeline/Link-Up eligibility criteria, if 
adopted, will only affect a state that uses the default federal eligibility criteria. This includes 
states that do not have their own Lifeline/Link-Up program, as well as states that have their own 
programs but have chosen to use the federal default eligibility criteria. If the Commission adopts 
these recommendations, a low-income consumer residing in such a state will be eligible to 
receive federal Lifelinekink-Up support if that consumer’s income is at or below 135% of the 
FPG, or participates in TANF or NSL, in addition the current default federal eligibility criteria. 
States that have adopted their own Lifelinekink-Up programs and use their own criteria would 
not be affected by the proposed changes to the federal default eligibility criteria unless they 
choose to adopt such criteria. 

d. Duration of an Individual’s Eligibility for LifelinelLink-Up 

28. The Joint Board recommends retention of the current rule that permits consumers to 
participate in Lifeline only as long as they meet the eligibility criteria. This rule also requires all 
Lifeline subscribers to notify their carriers when the eligibility criteria are no longer met, so that 
only qualifying consumers receive Lifeline support.84 In the Public Notice, the Joint Board 
sought comment on whether Lifeline enrollment should be guaranteed for a specified minimum 
period of time even if a subscriber subsequently becomes ineligible to receive Lifeline benefits.85 

29. Although the Joint Board recommends that consumers be removed from the Lifeline 
program if they no longer meet the eligibility standards, we also believe that consumers should 
be given an opportunity to appeal a finding of ineligibility. We agree with commenters that 
allowing Lifeline benefits to continue prior to a final decision to terminate enrollment may help 
to ensure uninterrupted telephone service necessary for finding and keeping a job, and may help 

” See BellSouth Reply at 2; People ofthe State of California, California Public Utilities Commission Comments at 5-6 
(California PUC); Regulatory Commission of Alaska Comments at 2-3 (Alaska Commission); Verizon Telephone 
Companies Reply Comments at 4 (Verizon). 

82 See <www.hss.state.ak.us/dpa/programsmap.html> 

See BellSouth Reply Comments at 2. 83 

“See 47 C.F.R. 5 54.409(b). 

85SeePublicNotice, 16FCC Rcdat 18411 
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if a subscriber's financial situation temporarily fluctuates.86 Accordingly, we recommend that 
the Commission adopt a federal rule that requires carriers to notify consumers of their impending 
termination of Lifeline benefits, and to implement an appeals process. For example, carriers 
could send a termination of Lifeline benefits notice in a letter separate from the consumer's 
monthly If a consumer receives such a termination notice, the consumer could have up to 
60 days in which to appeal to their carrier before Lifeline support is discontinued. The 60 day 
time period may ensure that consumers have ample notice to make arrangements to pay the full 
cost of local service, should they wish to continue telephone service, and permit consumers 
ample time to appeal if they believe their Lifeline benefits have been wrongly terminated. We 
recommend that the Commission obtain more information on how such an appeals process could 
work in order to balance the needs of Lifeline recipients with the administrative burden that an 
appeals process may impose on carriers. We recommend an appeals process only in 
circumstances in which the carrier has initiated the termination of benefits. We do not believe 
that an appeals process is necessary where the Lifeline subscriber himself has notified the carrier 
that he is no longer eligible. 

30. Because a specific time period for appealing termination of Lifeline benefits was not 
specified in the Public Notice, we recommend that the Commission obtain more information on 
an appropriate time period for such an appeal. Although the Joint Board's recommendation of a 
federal notice and appeals process will only affect carriers in states that have not adopted their 
own program and in states with their own programs that have adopted the federal default criteria, 
the Joint Board recommends that the Commission encourage all states to require carriers to 
implement termination and appeal procedures. 

B. Verification of Eligibility 

1. Background 

3 1. In the Public Notice, the Joint Board sought comment on the efficacy of application, 
certification, and verification procedures, including whether automatic enrollment or other 
verification methods should be adopted." Currently, in a state that has instituted its own 
Lifeline/Link-Up program, an individual must follow that state's certification procedures, if any, 
in order to enroll in that state's Lifeline/Link-Up program. In a state that has not instituted its 
own LifelindLink-Up program, an individual must self-certify to hisher carrier, under penalty of 
perjury, that he/she is enrolled in a qualifying assistance program. Certification occurs at the 
time an individual is applying to enroll in Lifeline/Link-Up, while verification occurs on a 
periodic basis d e r  the subscriber has already been certified. There is no current federal 
verification requirement to check on a Lifeline subscriber's continued eligibility, although an 

86 See Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission Comments at 6 (Indiana URC); Minnesota DOC Comments at 4; 
Umatilla Comments at 2. 

"See, e.g., Indiana URC Comments at 6. We note that the Indiana URC suggests that a termination notice could be 
sent either in the form of a bill insert or by direct notification 30 days prior to the date of termination. See Indiana URC 
Comments at 6. 

SeePublicNofice, 16FCC Rcdat 18412-13. 88 
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individual is required to notify his/her carrier when he/she no longer meets the eligibility 
 standard^.'^ 

2. Discussion 

32. The Joint Board does not recommend modifying the current certification procedures 
for enrollment using program-based eligibility. The Commission should continue to require self- 
certification, under penalty of  per jury, as the federal default rule, while allowing states the 
necessary flexibility to require more strict measures for certification as they deem appropriate. 
The Joint Board does recommend, however, that consumers eligible for federal or state 
LifelineILink-Up support under an income-based criterion should be required to present 
documentation of income eligibility prior to being enrolled in the program. 

33. The Joint Board agrees with commenters that the current federal self-certification 
rules for enrollment should be retained with respect to program-based criteria. We believe that 
the ease of self-certification encourages eligible consumers to participate in Lifeline/Link-Up." 
The absence of a documentation requirement alleviates the burden on consumers to prove 
eligibility, and eliminates administrative costs associated with certifyin documentation, 
ensuring that consumers receive telephone service as soon as possible?' We also note that 
participation in public assistance programs is easily verified and the record contained no 
evidence of fraud and abuse resulting from the use of ~elf-certification?~ Furthermore, the Joint 
Board believes that the safeguard currently in place, certification under penalty of perjury, serves 
as an effective disincentive to abuse the system.93 

34. The Joint Board does recommend, however, that consumers eligible for federal 
Lifeline/Link-Up support under an income-based criterion be required to present documentation 
of income eligibility before enrolling in Lifeline/Link-Up. The Joint Board is concerned that 
there may be a greater potential for fraud and abuse when an individual self-certifies hisher 
income eligibility than there appears to be when an individual is enrolled in a qualifying program 
because program enrollment is more easily verified. Accordingly, the Joint Board recommends 
that the Commission require all states, including states that use the federal default criteria, to 
adopt certification procedures to document income-based eligibility for Lifeline/Link-Up 
enrollment in order for the camers in that state to continue to receive federal Lifelinekink-Up 
support. The Joint Board believes that states should be given the flexibility to determine the 
certification procedures and the carriers should be required to perform the certification. The 

*'47 C.F.R. 5 54.409(b). 

See Oklahoma Commission Comments at 2. 90 

"See Indiana URC Comments at 7; NASUCA Comments at 19-21,23; New Orleans Council Comments at 3 4 ;  
Western Wireless Corporation Comments at 3 (Western Wireless). 

9* See Colorado DHS/OCC Reply Comments at 5 ;  California PUC Comments at 7; NASUCA Reply Comments at 7-8; 
U.S. Catholic Bishops Comments at 14; US.  Catholic Bishops Reply Comments at 10-1 1. 

93 See 47 C.F.R. 5 54.409(b). 
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Joint Board believes affording states this degree of flexibility will be especially useful for states 
that have differing sources of income data. Such flexibility will also provide multiple means of 
proving income levels by recognizing that no single source of income data would capture all 
consumers eligible for LifelineiLink-Up. 

35. States could access the documentation via an online database, if available in that 
state, or could require consumers to provide one or more forms of documentation from the 
following list: a tax return from the prior year, a current income statement from an employer or 
a paycheck stub, a Social Security statement of benefits, a Veterans Administration statement of 
benefits, a retirement/pension statement of benefits, an Unemployment/Worhen’s 
Compensation statement of benefits, a divorce decree or child support document, or other official 
governmental agency doc~ments?~ We note that there are important factors to consider for each 
form of documentation. For example, although tax returns are widely available, they only reflect 
income earned one year ago. As another example, a current income statement from an employer 
or a paycheck stub would be an indicator of current income, but might be incomplete because the 
consumer might have more than one job. States that choose to include these types of 
documentation as acceptable forms of proof of income-eligibility should additionally require 
consumers to certify, under penalty of perjury, that the income identified for eligibility purposes 
includes all income currently being received by all members of the consumer’s household. 

36. For states that use the federal default criteria or states that do not have jurisdiction 
over carriers, we recommend that the Commission adopt federal default criteria for 
documentation of income eligibility. We recommend that the federal default criteria require 
consumers to provide one or more forms of documentation from the list above, with the 
exception of “other official governmental agency documents.” We also recommend that the 
federal default criteria also require consumers to certify, under penalty of perjury, that the 
income identified for eligibility purposes includes all income currently being received by all 
members of the consumer’s household. 

37. The Joint Board also recommends that all states, including states that use the federal 
default criteria, require Lifeline/Link-Up consumers that are qualifying under the income criteria 
to self-certify, under penalty of perjury, the number of individuals in their household. Such a 
measure is required for determining income-eligibility at or below 135% of the FPG, but the 
number of people in a household may not be readily apparent depending on the type of 
documentation pre~ented.~’ In addition to documentation, random auditing can also be used as 
an effective method of certifying income e l ig ib i l i t~ .~~  

38. The Joint Board also recommends that the Commission encourage all states, 
including states that use the federal default criteria, to adopt automatic enrollment as a means of 

“See Minnesota DOC Comments at 4; New Orleans Council Comments at 3-4 

’’ For example, a tax return lists the number of people in a given household, but a current income statement kom 
employer or paycheck card does not. 

96 See Colorado DHSiOCC Reply Comments at 6; Missouri Commission Comments at 3 ;  NASUCA Comments at 25; 
Texas OPC Reply Comments at 4; U.S. Catholic Bishops Reply Comments at 12. 
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certifying that consumers are eligible for LifelineLink-Up and also to encourage enrollment in 
Lifeline/Link-Up. Automatic enrollment is an electronic interface between a state agency and 
the carrier that allows low-income individuals to automatically enroll in Lifeline/Link-Up 
following enrollment in a qualifying public assistance program. The Joint Board agrees with 
commenters who state that automatic enrollment will increase participation and aid 
administrative efficiency by identifying eligible cons~mers.~' 

39. We believe, as do many commenters, that states who wish to implement automatic 
enrollment procedures should follow the lead of other states with similar procedures in place, 
and treat public assistance enrollment data in a confidential manner. 98 This will alleviate the 
privacy concerns that some commenters raise.99 In addition, consumers should have the 
opportunity to decline enrollment in Lifeline/Link-Up if they choose.Io0 For example, in the 
Massachusetts automatic enrollment program, households that qualify for LIHEAP must give 
permission to release their personal information before they may be enrolled into Lifelinekink- 
Up.'o' We note that no commenter provided any specific data that demonstrated consumers' 
displeasure with automatic enrollment.k02 

with implementing automatic enrollment procedures. IO3  To provide guidance and minimize 
administrative burdens, the Joint Board has included an appendix that lists states that 
commenters have identified as having successfully implemented automatic enrollment 
procedures.'" The appendix describes the automatic enrollment programs of three states as 
examples of different ways that a state can implement such a program."' 

40. The Joint Board recognizes the additional administrative burden and cost associated 

See Civil Rights Forum Comments at 3-4; Colorado DHS/OCC Reply Comments at 4; Indiana URC Comments at 7; 97 

NASUCA Reply Comments at 6; U.S. Catholic Bishops Comments at 16-17. 

See NASUCA Comments at 21, n.52 (carriers have generally been able to secure and execute agreements for the 
exchange of sensitive data in states with automatic enrollment procedures); US. Catholic Bishops Comments at 16-17; 
US. Catholic Bishops Reply Comments at 12,14-15 (states with automatic enrollment procedures have been 
successful in ensuring confidential treatment of public assistance data). 

98 

See BellSouth Comments at 2-3; BellSouth Reply Comments at 3 (stating that the Privacy Act may place some w 

constraints on the type of automatic enrollment program that can be implemented); SBC Comments at 5.  

See NASUCA Reply Comments at 6. 

Io' See NCLC Reply Comments at 5, n.11. 

IW 

See Beacon Telecommunications Advisors, LLC Comments at 2 (Beacon) (questioning the appropriateness of 
carriers, who are not typically in the position of administering social service programs, verifying the eligibility of 
participants in these programs). 

102 

See BellSouth Reply Comments at 3; Verizon Comments at 6-7 

See Appendix E 

103 

104 

IOJ See id. 
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4 1. The Joint Board recommends that the Commission should require all states, 
including those that use the federal default criteria, to establish procedures to verify consumers’ 
continued eligibility for the program in order for the state to continue to receive federal 
Lifeline/Link-Up support. The Joint Board believes that states should be given the flexibility to 
determine the verification procedures and the carriers should be required to perform the 
verification. This flexibility will permit states to determine what verification procedures best 
accommodate their own Lifeline participants, based on the available resources of carriers and 
state commissions, each states’ eligibility criteria, and local conditions. As commenters have 
indicated, states have strong incentives to control fraud and prevent abuse in their programs.’06 
Prevention of fraud and abuse will maintain the integrity of this universal service support 
mechanism and will help to control costs. 

of documents, or annual self-~ertification.”~ States may wish to implement an on-line 
verification database for verification of program-based eligibility and adopt verification 
procedures such as documentation for income-based eligibility.’08 The Joint Board strongly 
encourages states to adopt an on-line verification process, where states can obtain and provide 
data to allow carriers real-time access to a database of low-income assistance program 
participants. Numerous commenters support this form of verification as a streamlined process 
for both consumers and carriers.’09 Some states already utilize some form of on-line verification 
because it provides quick, easy, and accurate information. On-line verification allows a carrier 
to immediately verify that a consumer receives public assistance, whether or not the consumer is 
a current telephone subscriber.”’ An on-line verification database will also inform carriers about 
those customers no longer enrolled in qualifying public assistance programs.”’ To assist state 
efforts in determining appropriate verification procedures to ensure continued eligibility, we 
have included an appendix that describes various Lifeline state verification procedures.’I2 These 
state procedures include on-line verification databases used in Illinois, Minnesota, and an on-line 
verification database used in Tennessee in conjunction with a documentation req~irement.”~ 

42. Verification procedures could include random beneficiary audits, periodic submission 

See BellSouth Reply Comments at 4; Indiana URC Comments at 7; Ohio Commission Comments at 4; Oklahoma IC6  

Commission Comments at 4; Staff of Washington UTC Comments at 2,4-5. 

See Colorado DHSiOCC Reply Comments at 5; NASUCA Comments at 25; Public Service Commission ofthe 
State of Missouri Comments at 3 (Missouri Commission); Texas OPC Reply Comments at 4; U.S. Catholic Bishops 
Reply Comments at 10-12. 

See also Appendix E. 

107 

IO8 

IO9 See Colorado DHSiOCC Comments at 6;  NASUCA Comments at 22-23; SBC Communications Inc. Comments at 
2 (SBC); Texas OPC Reply Comments at 3; Staff of Washington UTC Comments at 2. 

‘ lo  See NASUCA Comments at 23 

See SBC Comments at 6-7. 

See Appendix E 

See Appendix E. 
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43. For states that use the federal default criteria or states that do not have jurisdiction 
over carriers, the Joint Board recommends that the Commission adopt federal default criteria for 
verification of program-eligibility. Therefore, we recommend that the Commission adopt the 
following federal default verification procedure. In order to verify a consumer's continued 
participation in one of the Lifeline/Link-Up qualifying programs, we recommend that carriers be 
required to send annual verification forms to a certain percentage of Lifeline subscribers or to a 
statistically valid sample of Lifeline subscribers. Subscribers who are subject to this verification 
must prove they are still eligible for Lifeline, by sending a copy of their Medicaid card or other 
Lifeline/Link-Up qualifying public assistance card. If subscribers do not return the form or 
cannot prove they are eligible, the aforementioned appeals process would be triggered permitting 
subscribers 60 days to prove they are once again eligible. We recommend that any fraud 
discovered through this verification process be reported to the Commission. 

44. With regard to verifying income-eligibility, the Joint Board recommends using 
verification methods similar to those recommended for certifying consumer income for initial 
enrollment in the LifelineILink-Up program. For states that use the federal default criteria or 
states that do not have jurisdiction over carriers, we recommend that the Commission adopt the 
same federal default verification criteria as for certification of income-eligibility, including self- 
certification, under penalty of perjury, that the income identified for eligibility pu oses includes 
all income currently being received by all members of the consumer's ho~sehold?~ The Joint 
Board also recommends that all states, including states that use the federal default criteria, 
require Lifeline/Link-Up consumers that are qualifying under the income criteria to self-certify, 
under penalty of perjury, the number of individuals in their household. Such a measure is 
required for verifying income-eligibility at or below 135% of the FPG, because the number of 
people in a household may not be readily apparent depending on the type of documentation 
pre~ented."~ 

45. We disagree with those commenters who state that verification would be expensive or 
administratively burdensome or that the cost of verification would exceed losses resulting from 
fraud and abuse.'16 Nor do we think that it would be unduly burdensome to require states to 
undertake periodic verification of customers' eligibility for the LifelindLink-Up program."' 
Verification is an effective way to prevent fraud and abuse and ensure that only eligible 
consumers receive benefits. 

46. The Joint Board recommends that states be given one year to implement new 
verification procedures. We recognize that states use a variety of verification procedures and 
may need time to review and evaluate the efficacy of these procedures. Programs such as on-line 

See para. 35, supra. 

For example, a tax return should list the number of people in a given household, but a current income statement 1 I5 

from employer or paycheck does not. 

See California PUC Comments at 7; Colorado DHSiOCC Reply Comments at 5 ;  Gila River Comments at 8-9; I16 

Smith Bagley Reply Comments at 5-6; U.S. Catholic Bishops Comments at 14. 

See Smith Bagley Reply Comments at 6 (explaining that on tribal lands, customers are spread across a wide area). 117 
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verification may require extensive coordination between agencies and carriers and may be 
expensive to implement. Some states may not have verification procedures at present and will 
need to determine what type of verification is most effective and allocate resources accordingly. 
The Joint Board also recommends, however, that the Commission seek comment on whether a 
one-year implementation period is appropriate. 

C. Outreach 

1. Background 

47. In the Public Notice, the Joint Board sought comment on whether more extensive 
consumer education and outreach efforts were necessary to increase participation in 
Lifeline/Link-Up."* In the Public Notice, the Joint Board also invited commenters to describe 
state Lifelinekink-Up procedures that have been successful at increasing participation in the 
Lifeline/Link-Up program in that state."' Currently, there are no specific federal outreach 
standards. Eligible telecommunication carriers are, however, required to publicize the 
availability of Lifeline/Link-Up in a manner reasonably designed to reach those likely to qualify 
for the service.120 

48. Effective outreach programs have been shown to improve LifelindLink-Up 
participation. According to an August 2000 report by the Telecommunications Industries 
Analysis Project, the Lifeline/Link-Up take rate almost triples from 13.1% to 39.6% when states 
implement outreach initiatives designed to increase telephone penetration and 
For example, Maine reports that its penetration rate among low-income households increased 
from 90.5% in March 1997 to 97.6% in March 2001 due to its aggressive outreach program, 
which includes coordinating with social service agencies and sending flyers and personal letters 
to eligible customers.'22 

49. In July 2002, the Commission's Consumer and Governmental Affairs Bureau (CGB) 
announced the kick-off of "Get Connected-Afford-A-Phone," a national campaign designed to 
educate consumers, including tribal consumers, about the Lifelinekink-Up program.Iz3 CGB 

See Public Noiice, 16 FCC Rcd at 18413. 

See Public Notice, 16 FCC Rcd at 18414. These state procedures are described in detail in Appendix E 

118 

I2O See 47 C.F.R. $5 54.405(b), 54.41 l(d). See also Twelfih Report andorder, 15 FCC Rcd at 12250, para. 78 
(amending sections 54.405 and 54.41 1 ofthe Commission's rules). 

Carol Weinhus, Tom Wilson, Gordon Calaway, et al., Telecommunications Industries Analysis Project, 121 

Calculations andsources for Closing the Gap: Universal Service for Low-Income Householdr, August 1,2000. 

Telephone Penetration Report at table 4 (Ind. Anal. and Tech. Div. rel. Apr. 2002), available at 
< h t t p : / / w w w . f c c . g o v l B u r e a u s / C o r n m o n _ C a r r i i s O l  .pdP. 

FCC Kicks Off Campaign To Educate Consumers About Phone Service Programs For Low-Income Consumers 
Lifeline and Link-Up Programs Provide Discounted Phone Service To Eligible Consumers, News Release, July 22, 
2002. 
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also engages in extensive outreach to tribal populations for certain federal programs, such as the 
availability of discounts for obtaining wireless licenses on tribal lands, in addition to 
Lifeline/Link-Up benefits. 

2. Discussion 

50. The Joint Board recommends that the Commission provide outreach guidelines to 
states and carriers. The Joint Board agrees with commenters that more vigorous outreach efforts 
are necessary to improve Lifeline/Link-Up sub~cribership.'~~ We agree with the majority of 
commenters who believe the Commission should not require specific outreach procedures, but 
should instead provide guidelines for states and carriers so that they can adopt their own specific 
standards and engage in outreach them~elves . '~~ We also recommend that the Commission 
encourage states to establish partnerships with other state agencies and telephone companies in 
order to maximize public awareness and participation in the LifelindLink-Up program.'26 The 
guidelines would provide states and carriers with examples of how to reach those likely to 
qualify, but would still allow states and carriers to retain authority to determine the most 
appropriate outreach mechanisms for their consumers. 

51. The Joint Board recommends the following guidelines: (1) states and carriers should 
utilize outreach materials and methods designed to reach households that do not currently have 
telephone service; (2) states and camers should develop outreach advertising that can be read or 
accessed by any sizeable nowEnglish speaking populations within the carrier's service area; and 
(3) states and carriers should coordinate their outreach efforts with governmental agenciedtribes 
that administer any of the relevant government assistance programs. These guidelines are 
described in detail in the paragraphs below. An appendix compiling state practices is also 
included in this d~cument.'~' State practices include establishing marketing boards to devise 
outreach materials, providing multi-lingual customer support, and implementing innovative tribal 
outreach practices. 

52. The first recommended guideline is that states and carriers should utilize outreach 
materials and methods designed to reach households that do not currently have telephone service. 

124 See Alaska Commission Comments at 6-7; BellSouth Reply Comments at 4-5; Civil Rights Forum Comments at 4; 
Colorado DHSiOCC Comments at 9-10; Colorado DHSiOCC Reply Comments at 6; Dollar Energy Fund Comments at 
2; Indiana URC Comments at 8-9; Katherine Keller Reply Comments at 1-2; Minnesota DOC Comments at 5;  New 
Orleans Council Comments at 5; Oklahoma Commission Comments at 5-6; Staff of Washington UTC Comments at 6- 
7 ;  Western Wireless Comments at 4-5. 

IZ5 See AT&T Cop.  Comments at 4 (AT&T); BellSouth Comments at 4; BellSouth Reply Comments at 4; California 
PUC Comments at 8-9; Colorado DHSiOCC Comments at 9-10: Colorado DHSiOCC Reply Comments at 6;  Florida 
PSC Comments at 8-9; Indiana URC Comments at 8-9; NASUCA Reply Comments 8-9; Texas OPC Reply Comments 
at 6 .  

See AT&T Comments at 4; BellSouth Comments at 4; BellSouth Reply Comments at 4: California PUC Comments 
at 8-9; Colorado DHSiOCC Comments at 9-10; Colorado DHSiOCC Reply Comments at 6; Florida PSC Comments at 
8-9; Indiana URC Comments at 8-9; NASUCA Reply Comments 8-9 Texas OPC Reply Comments at 6. 

See Appendix E 127 
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States or carriers may wish to send frequent mailings to eligible households in the form of letters 
or brochures.’28 Posters could be placed in locations where low-income individuals are likely to 
visit, such as shelters, soup kitchens, and public assistance agencies.’29 Commenters suggest 
multi-media outreach approaches such as newspaper advertisements, articles in consumer 
newsletters, press releases, radio commercials, and radio and television public service 
 announcement^.'^^ For low-income consumers that live in remote areas, including those living 
on tribal lands, going door-to-door or setting up an information booth at a central location may 
be more suitable outreach methods.13’ States and carriers should ensure that outreach materials 
and methods accommodate low-income individuals with sight, hearing, and speech disabilities 
by producing brochures, mailings and posters in Braille, and providing customer service through 
telecommunications relay services (TRS), text telephone (TTY), and speech-to-speech (STS) 
services.132 States and carriers should also take into consideration that some low-income 
consumers may be illiterate or functionally illiterate, and therefore should consider how to 
supplement outreach materials and methods to accommodate those individuals. We note that 
some commenters suggest disseminating Lifeline/Link-Up information over the Internet as a 
means of providing information to low-income  individual^.'^^ The Joint Board believes, 
however, that although websites are helpfid in providing information generally, the Internet 
should not be relied on as a primary means of Lifeline/Link-Up outreach because many low- 
income individuals may lack Internet access.134 We also note that one commenter suggests that 
Lifeline/Link-Up should be prominently advertised in carriers’ telephone phone books.’35 

See Colorado DHSiOCC Comments at 9-10; Colorado DHSiOCC Reply Comments at 6; Florida PSC Comments at 
5 ;  Indiana URC Comments at 8-9; Minnesota DOC Comments at 5.  

See Minnesota DOC Comments at 5. 

Alaska Commission Comments at 6-7; Minnesota DOC Comments at 5 ;  Staff of Washington UTC Comments at 6- 

129 

I30 

7. 

13’ Alaska Commission Comments at 6-7; Smith Bagley Reply Comments at 2,7-8; Staff of Washington UTC 
Comments at 6-1. 

13* See Katherine Keller Reply Comments at 1-2. TRS are “telephone transmission services” that enable individuals 
with a hearing or speech disability to communicate “by wire or radio with a hearing individual in a manner that is 
functionally equivalent to the ability of an individual” without a hearing or speech disability to communicate over wire 
or radio. Examples of TRS include TTY and STS services. 47 C.F.R. 5 64.601(7). TTY is “a machine that employs 
graphic communication in the transmission of coded signals through a wire or radio communication system.” 47 
C.F.R. 5 64.601(8). STS “allows people with speech disabilities to communicate with voice telephone users through 
the use of specially trained [communications assistants (CAS)] who understand the speech patterns of persons with 
disabilities and can repeat the words spoken by that person.’’ 47 C.F.R. $64.601(10). 

See Alaska Commission Comments at 6-7; BellSouth Comments at 5 ;  Katherine Keller Reply Comments at 1. 

See Civil Rights Forum Comments at 6 (outreach efforts using infonation on LifelineILink-Up on websites are 
insuflicient); Oklahoma Commission Comments at 6. Useful website information may include the amount a consumer 
can save on their telephone bill, eligibility requirements, program restrictions, and instructions on how to apply for 
LifelineiLink-Up. See BellSouth Comments at 5 .  We note that a lot ofthis information is currently available at 
<http://www.lifelinesupport.org>. 

133 

134 

See Katherine Keller Reply Comments at 1 
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Although this may be effective in reaching some low-income individuals, it will not be effective 
for those without established hone service because carriers only distribute telephone books after 
phone service is established. 
primary outreach method because many low-income individuals may not have access to a 
telephone from which to initiate an inquiry on Lifeline/Link-Up  benefit^.'^' 

$6 . Similarly, states and carriers should not rely on hotlines as a 

53. The second recommended guideline is that states and carriers should develop 
outreach advertising that can be read or accessed by any sizeable non-English speaking 
populations within the cauier’s service area. For example, many of the suggestions in the above 
paragraph can be implemented in languages other than English, including mailings, print 
advertisements, radio and television commercials, and posters. States with a large ethnically 
diverse population should have a toll-free call center to answer questions about LifelineILink-Up 
in the low-income population’s native languages.’38 Similarly, enrollment applications should be 
made available in other 1ang~ages . I~~ 

54. The third recommended guideline is that states and carriers should coordinate their 
outreach efforts with ovemmental agencies that administer any of the relevant government 
assistance programs.’” Commenters also suggest cooperative outreach efforts with state 
commissions, carriers, social service agencies, community centers, nursing homes, public 
schools, and private organizations that may serve low-income individuals, such as American 
Association for Retired Persons and the United Way.I4’ Cooperative outreach among those most 
likely to have influential contact with low-income individuals will help to target messages about 
Lifeline/Link-Up to the low-income community.’42 For example, state agencies that conduct 
outreach efforts for a state’s “earned income tax credit,” an income tax credit for low-income 
working individuals and families, could conduct simultaneous outreach efforts for Lifelineaink- 
Up. Commenters also suggest that establishing a marketing or consumer advisory board with 
state, carrier, non-profit and consumer representatives may be an effective way of developing 
outreach  material^.'^^ The Joint Board also recommends that states and carriers should also issue 

See Civil Rights Forum Comments at 6 (explaining that Lifeline/Link-Up information in telephone books is an 
insufficient outreach effort). 

See Alaska Commission Comments at 6-7; Florida PSC Comments at 8-9. 

”’ See Civil Rights Forum Comments at 4 (describing California’s toll-free call center which answers questions about 
Lifeline in Spanish, Korean, Laotian, Cambodian, Vietnamese, Tagalog, and Hmong, in addition to English). See also 
Appendix C. 

See Minnesota DOC Comments at 5 

See Gila River Comments at 12 

See Alaska Commission Comments at 6-7; BellSouth Comments at 4; BellSouth Reply Comments at 4; Colorado 

139 

I40 

DHS/OCC Comments at 9-10; Colorado DHSiOCC Reply Comments at 6; Indiana URC Comments at 8-9. 

14’See Bell South Reply Comments at 4-5 

’” See California PUC Comments at 8-9; NASUCA Reply Comments at 8-9; Ohio Commission Comments at 5 
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a joint report to the Commission as to the state’s outreach practices. 

55. The Joint Board also recommends that the Commission encourage states to utilize 
USAC as a resource for outreach to states and carriers, similar to USAC’s outreach efforts with 
regard to the Rural Health Care and Schools and Libraries programs. USAC currently engages in 
limited outreach for the Lifelinekink-Up program. Its primary means of outreach is its website, 
www.lifelinesuuuort.org, which has information about state Lifeline/Link-Up programs, 
eligibility criteria, and information for carriers. USAC speaks about Lifelinekink-Up at public 
events such as the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC) 
conference and the National Conference of American Indians. USAC distributes letters to 
consumer groups, tribal leaders, and social service organizations to publicize the availability of 
Lifeline/Link-Up and also sends letters to carriers to remind them of their outreach obligations. 
USAC also frequently takes phone calls from consumers and others with questions about the 
Lifelinekink-Up program. 

56. In addition, the Joint Board recommends that USAC assist in outreach efforts for 
Lifelinekink-Up similar to what USAC currently does for the Rural Health Care and Schools 
and Libraries Programs. For example, USAC could work with various organizations that have 
contact with low-income individuals, such as state welfare agencies, tribal leaders, places of 
worship, community centers, the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 
(NAACP), the Urban League, and others, to assist them in marketing the Lifeline/Link-Up 
program to eligible members of their organizations using materials and methods best suited for 
that particular organization. USAC could hold conference calls with these parties to assist them 
with the Lifelinekink-Up application process or with other concerns they may have, comparable 
to what USAC currently does with both the Rural Health Care and Schools and Libraries 
programs. USAC could also host conferences for these parties, giving them an overview of the 
Lifeline/Link-Up program, updating them on news about the program, and providing them with 
presentations and speakers, in geographically strategic areas. 

D. Other Issues 

57. Commenters proposed several additional changes to the current Lifeline/Link-Up 
program. Some of these suggestions included recommending that the Commission adopt rules: 
(1) governing the disconnection of LifelindLink-Up support for failure to pay toll charges; (2) 
imposing additional toll blocking requirements; (3) permitting non-eligible telecommunications 
carriers to receive federal Lifelinekink-Up support; and (4) restricting the purchase of vertical 
services by Lifeline customers. 

Lifeline/Link-Up consumers for non-payment of toll charges.’44 The Joint Board declines to 
recommend such a rule. We note that, in the 1997 Universal Service Order, the Commission 
adopted the Joint Board’s recommendation that carriers should be prohibited from disconnecting 

58. NASUCA proposes that the Joint Board recommend rules governing disconnection of 

~~ ~ 

See NASUCA Comments at 32, 36 (suggesting the Commission revisit its earlier position on this matter before it 
was overruled in the 51h Circuit Court). NASUCA and Ohio both support a prohibition on disconnection of local 
service for nonpayment of toll charges. See NASUCA Reply Comments at 9; Ohio Commission Comments at 7 .  
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Lifeline consumers’ local service for nonpayment of toll charges, and adopted section 54.401(%) 
stating that “[elligible telecommunications carriers may not disconnect Lifeline service for non- 
payment of toll charges.”’45 In Texas PUC v. FCC, however, the Fifth Circuit found that the 
Commission lacked jurisdiction to take such actions without additional justification and that the 
Commission had “failed to show why allowing states to control disconnections from local 
service” would interfere with federal 0b je~ t ives . l~~  In light of the Fifth Circuit’s ruling, section 
54.401(b) was repealed in 1999.14’ Accordingly, the Joint Board recommends that the 
Commission take no action on disconnection requirements at this time. 

59. Although we decline to make the recommendation proposed by NASUCA regarding 
our earlier position on disconnection for nonpayment of toll charges, the Joint Board does 
acknowledge that carriers often prohibit consumers who have prior outstanding balances for 
local and/or long distance services, but who otherwise qualify for Lifeline/Link-Up, from signing 
up for local telephone service. As a result, these outstanding balances stand as a barrier to 
expanding subscribership among low-income consumers. Therefore, the Joint Board 
recommends that the Commission encourage states to implement rules that require carriers to 
offer Lifeline service to consumers who may have been previously disconnected for unpaid toll 
charges.I4’ For example, Florida has a provision within its state Lifeline program that requires 
carriers to provide Lifeline even when the consumer has been disconnected for non-payment of 
toll charges.’49 The Lifeline service for such a consumer requires the consumer to accept toll- 
blocking and to commit to pay back the prior long-distance balance on a monthly basis.’50 The 
Joint Board also recommends that the Commission seek comment on whether it would be 
possible to modify the Link-Up program to directly address outstanding balances for local and 
long distance service without conflicting with the Fifth Circuit’s prior decision. For example, 
one option might be to modify the Link-Up program to include provisions to assist low-income 
consumers in payment of such outstanding balances. 

14’ 1997 UniversalSeroice Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 8983, para. 390; 47 C.F.R. 5 54.401(b) (repealed in 1999 and 
reserved). 

‘46 Texas PUCv. FCC, 183 F.3d 393,421425 (srn Cu. 1999) (fmdmg that the Commission bad no “‘unambiguous or 
saaightforward’ grant of authority to override the limits set by [section] 2(b) [of the Communications Act of 19341, 
and, accordingly, it has no jurisdiction to adopt the ‘no disconnect’ rule on the basis ofthe vague, general language of 
[section] 254(b)(3).”). 

See Federal State Joint Board on Universal Service Access Charge Refarm, Sixteenth Order on Reconsideration, 
CC Docket No. 96-45, Eight Report and Order, CC Docket No. 96-45, Sixth Report and Order, CC Docket No. 96-262, 
15 FCC Rcd 1679, 1693, para. 34 (1999) (repealing, interalia, section 54.401(b) ofthe Commission’s rules). 

147 

Pursuant to the Commission’s Link-Up rules, a consumer shall only receive the benefit of the Link-Up program for 148 

a second or subsequent time for a principal residence that is different 6om the one where the Link-Up assistance was 
previously provided. See 47 C.F.R. 5 54.41 I(c). 

149 See Florida PSC Comments at 4. See a1so FLA. STAT. 5 364.604(4) (“A billing party shall not disconnect a 
customer’s Lifeline local service if the charges, taxes, and fees applicable to basic local exchange telecommunications 
service are paid.”). 

‘ * O  See id. 
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60. Contrary to the suggestion of the U S .  Catholic Bishops,’” the Joint Board does not 
recommend that the Commission adopt any additional rules governing toll blocking. The U.S. 
Catholic Bishops suggest that the rules be revised to prohibit carriers who do not offer toll 
blockin from requiring deposits from LifelineLink-Up customers in order to receive local 
servicef5’ Currently, the Commission’s rules prohibit carriers from requiring a LifelineLink-Up 
subscriber to ay a service deposit in order to initiate service if the consumer elects to receive 
toll blocking!’ Carriers may collect service deposits from consumers who do not elect to 
receive toll blocking or if the carrier does not have the technical ability to offer toll blocking.’54 
We believe that, at this time, all carriers have the technological capability to offer toll blocking, 
and that therefore this proposal is moot. In addition, the Joint Board recommends that states 
should remain free to decide whether to adopt rules for deposits andor credit checks of low- 
income consumers in their respective  jurisdiction^.'^^ 

61. Contrary to the suggestion of AT&T and NALA/PCA,’56 the Joint Board does not 
recommend that telephone companies who are not eligible telecommunications carriers should 
receive federal support for providing Lifeline/Link-Up service. AT&T suggests that the 
Commission allow telephone companies to receive federal Lifeline/Link-Up support when they 
have qualified for state support under parallel state  program^.'^' NALNPCA believes that 
allowing resellers who are not eligible telecommunications carriers to receive federal Universal 
Service support will increase competition and choice for low-income consumers.’” The Joint 
Board believes, however, that only eligible telecommunications carriers should receive universal 
service funds, including federal LifelindLink-Up support. We note that the Commission found 
in the 1997 Universal Service Order that “[although] we have the authority under sections 1, 
4(i), 201, 205 and 254 to extend Lifeline to include carriers other than eligible 
telecommunications carriers ... we decline to do so at the present time.”’59 The Joint Board 

‘’‘See U S .  Catholic Bishops Comments at 25-27; U.S. Catholic Bishops Reply Comments at 17; accordColorado 
DHSiOCC Comments at 8 (suggesting that toll blocking as a deposit alternative will enable more customers to obtain 
phone service regardless of their credit history). 

See U.S. Catholic Bishops Comments at 25-27; U.S. Catholic Bishops Reply Comments at 17 152 

Is3 See47 C.F.R. 5 54.401(c). 

’’‘See id 

See e.g. Minnesota DOC Comments at 5.  Minnesota explains that its credit and deposit rules do not require a 
deposit for a customer with good credit. A customer who has not had service disconnected in the last twelve months 
for nonpayment and has not been liable for disconnection for npnpaqment is deemed to have good credit. For a 
customer who does not have good credit, a deposit of no more than two months of the gross bill is required but the 
deposit must he refunded after twelve consecutive months of prompt payment. See id. 

15s 

See AT&T Comments at 2-4; N A L M C A  Comments at 4-5 I56 

”’See AT&T Comments at 2 4 .  

’” See NALAPCA Comments at 4-5 

Is’ 1997 UniversalService Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 8971, para. 369. 
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continues to believe that only eligible telecommunications carriers should receive universal 
service funds, including federal Lifeline/Link-Up support. We agree with the Commission that 
“a single support mechanism with a single administrator following similar d e s  will have 
significant advantages in terms of administrative convenience and efficiency.”16’ Furthermore, 
eligible telecommunications carriers are carriers that agree to certain obligations in order to 
receive universal service  upp port.'^' Existing rules ensure that Lifeline/Link-Up funding goes 
only to eligible telecommunications carriers that have committed to these obligations, including 
the provision of supported services in accordance with section 54.101 of the Commission’s 
rules.162 Finally, to alleviate concerns that pure resellers may not be able to offer Lifeline service 
to their low-income customers, we note that incumbent LECs are required to offer Lifeline 
service at wholesale rates, pursuant to section 251(c)(4), to those carriers that provide service 
purely by reselling another carrier’s services, so that these pure resellers can offer Lifeline 
discounts to qualifying low-income consumers. ‘63  

62. Contrary to the suggestion of the Ohio Commi~sion,’~~ the Joint Board does not 
recommend that the Commission adopt rules prohibiting LifelindLink-Up customers from 
purchasing vertical services (e.g., call waiting, call forwarding, voice mail, caller identification). 
The Ohio Commission suggests that the Commission should prohibit a Lifeline/Link-Up 
customer from ordering vertical services and should also prohibit the marketing of vertical 
services to Lifeline/Link-Up customers.’65 The Joint Board believes that any restriction on 
vertical services is outside the scope of the Lifeline/Link-Up program, and, in addition, this issue 
may be entirely within the purview of the states.’66 The Joint Board recognizes, however, that 
restrictions on the purchase of vertical services may discourage qualified consumers from 
enrolling in the Lifeline/Link-Up program, effectively serving as a barrier to participation.167 
Accordingly, the Joint Board recommends that the Commission encourage states not to adopt 
rules that would restrict Lifeline/Link-Up customers from purchasing vertical services. For the 
same reason, the Joint Board does not recommend imposing restrictions on the marketing of 
vertical services to Lifeline/Link-Up customers. 

’“ 1997 UniversalService Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 8971, para. 369. 

See 47 C.F.R. 5 54.201(d)(l)-(2). 

16*47 C.F.R. 5 54.101 

See 1997 UniversalSeriice Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 8972, para. 370 

See Ohio Commission Comments at 6-7. But see NASUCA Reply Comments at 6 (supports prohibiting carriers 
from marketing vertical services to Lifelinekink-Up customers but believes those customers should not be barred i?om 
ordering vertical services). 

I64 

See Ohio Commission Comments at 6-7 

We also note that, as more telecommunications services are sold in bundled form, it may be more difficult to 

165 

166 

maintain a restriction on the purchase ofonly vertical services. 

See Civil Rights Forum Comments at 9 (stating that customers should have choices in their telephone service). 167 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

63. In conclusion, the Joint Board recommends that the Commission adopt the above- 
mentioned modifications to the LifelindLink-Up program. Adding an income-based criterion 
and the TANF and NSL programs to the current federal default eligibility criteria will allow the 
Lifeline/Link-Up program to adapt to the changes resulting from PROWRA and otherwise 
address issues associated with receiving public assistance. Adding certification and verification 
requirements will ensure that only eligible low-income individuals receive benefits, thereby 
preventing fraud and abuse. Adopting outreach guidelines will facilitate the marketing of the 
Lifeline/Link-Up program to eligible individuals and increase telephone subscribership among 
low-income households. Finally, issuing a survey form like the one contained in Appendix C, 
will enable the Commission to gather data and information from states regarding the 
administration of Lifeline/Link-Up programs.'6s The Joint Board believes that the proposed 
modifications to the Lifeline/Link-Up program will increase Lifeline/Link-Up subscription rates 
and make phone service affordable to more low-income individuals and families. 

V. RECOMMENDING CLAUSE 

64. For the reasons discussed herein, the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, 
pursuant to sections 254 and 410(c) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. 
$5 254,41 O(c), recommends that the Commission consider the Joint Board's recommendations 
to modify the federal Lifeline/Link-Up program, including positions relating to state 
Lifeline/Link-Up programs. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Secretary 

See Appendix C. 168 
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APPENDIX A 

PARTIES FILING INITIAL COMMENTS 

Commenter 

American Public Communications Council 
AT&T Corp. 
Beacon Telecommunications Advisors, LLC 
BellSouth Corporation 
Civil Rights Forum on Communication Policy 
Colorado Department of Human Services 

Office of Self-Sufficiency 
Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 
Dollar Energy Fund, Inc. 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Gila River Telecommunications, Inc. 
Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior 

Chippewa Indians 
Legal Services Advocacy Project 
Minnesota Department of Commerce 

Minnesota Department of Human Services 
Minnesota Office of the Attornev General- 

Abbreviation 

APCC 
AT&T 
Beacon 
BellSouth 
Civil Rights Forum 
Colorado DHS/OCC 

Umatilla 
Dollar Energy Fund 
Florida PSC 
Gila River Telecommunications 
Indiana URC 
Lake Superior Chippewa Indians 

LSAP 
Minnesota DOC 

Residential and Small Business Utilities Division 
National ALEC AssociatiodPrepaid Communications NALNPCA 

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners NARUC 
National Association of State Utility Consumer 

National Congress of American Indians 
National Consumer Law Center on behalf of 

North Dakota Public Service Commissioner Susan Wefald North Dakota PI 

Association 

NASUCA 

NCAI 
NCLC 

Advocates 

Massachusetts Union of Public Housing Tenants 

Commissioner 
lic Seri ce 

Oklahoma Corporation Commission Oklahoma Commission 
People of the State of California 

Public Service Commission of the State of Missouri 
Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
Regulatory Commission of Alaska 
SBC Communications Inc. SBC 
Sprint Corporation Sprint 
Staff of the Washington Utilities and Transportation 

Tennessee Regulatory Authority 

California PUC 

Missouri Commission 
Ohio Commission 
Alaska Commission 

California Public Utilities Commission 

Staff of Washington UTC 

Tennessee Regulatory Authority 
Commission 
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United States Department of Agriculture, 

United States Conference of Catholic Bishops 
Alliance for Community Media 
Appalachian People’s Action Coalition 
Center for Digital Democracy 
Consumer Action 
Consumer Federation of America 
Edgemont Neighborhood Coalition 
Migrant Legal Action Program 

USDA FNS 

U.S. Catholic Bishops 
Food and Nutrition Service 

Universal Service Administrative Company 
Utility, Cable & Telecommunications Committee 

Verizon Telephone Companies 
Western Wireless Corporation 
WorldCom, Inc. 

of the City Council of New Orleans 

USAC 
New Orleans Council 

Verizon 
Western Wireless 
WorldCom 
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APPENDIX B 

PARTIES FILING REPLY COMMENTS 

Commenter Abbreviation 

BellSouth Corporation BellSouth 
Colorado Department of Human Services 

Office of Self-Sufficiency 
Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel 

Colorado DHS/OCC 

Katherine Keller 
National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates NASUCA 
National Consumer Law Center on behalf of 

Smith Bagley, Inc. Smith Bagley 
Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel 
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops 

Alliance for Community Media 
Appalachian People’s Action 
Consumer Federation of America 
Edgemont Neighborhood Coalition 
Migrant Legal Action Program 

NCLC 
Massachusetts Union of Public Housing Tenants 

Texas OPC 
U.S. Catholic Bishops 

Verizon Telephone Companies Verizon 
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APPENDIX C 

LIFELINELINK-UP STATE SURVEY 

1. What changes, if any, has the state implemented in its LifelineiLink-Up program due to 
changes in the federal Lifeline/Link-Up program? Of those changes, which have been 
most effective in increasing the state’s telephone penetration rate? 

2. Please provide any additional information the state wishes to submit regarding positive or 
negative results experienced due to adoption of new LifelindLink-Up procedures during 
the past 12 months. 

3. Please provide any additional information the state wishes to submit regarding any 
administrative burdens or inefficiencies that the state has experienced due to adoption of 
new LifelindLink-Up procedures during the past 12 months. 

4. Describe the state’s Lifeline/Link-Up eligibility requirements. 

5 .  Describe the state’s Lifeline/Link-Up procedures for enrollment and certification, 
including documentation requirements. Do any state agencies qualify applicants for the 
LifelindLink-Up program? 

6. Describe the state’s LifelindLink-Up procedures for verification, including 
documentation requirements. If the state plans to implement a verification program, 
please describe. 

7. List suggestions for improvements to the federal Lifeline/Link-Up program. 

8. Does the state require all incumbent LECs to provide Lifeline/Link-Up Service? 

9. Does the state require all competitive LECs to provide Lifeline/Link-Up Service? 

35 



Federal Communications Commission FCC 035-2 

APPENDIX D 

ESTIMATED INCOME REQUIREMENTS FOR A HOUSEHOLD AT OR BELOW 
135% OF THE FEDERAL POVERTY GUIDELINES 

Size of 
Family Unit 

1 
~ ................................ 

. .  

2 
......... " .... " .  

3 

4 
-. ....... ... _ ... 

5 

6 

7 
-- 

8 

For each additional 
person, add 

48 Contiguous 
States and D.C. 

$ 12,123 
.................................. 

16,362 

20,601 

24,840 

Alaska 

$15,134 

20,439 

25,745 
___- 
3 1,050 

. _... . . . . . . . . . . .  ................ 

29,079 36,356 

33,3 18 41,661 
I _- . - _ .- ___ 

31,557 46,967 

41,796 52,272 
........ __ 

4,239 5,306 

- ........ 

Hawaii 

$13,9461 ... 

18,819 1 
23,693 1 
28,566 1 
33,440 1 
38,313 I 
43,187 1 
.l_i 

...._....._.I. 

48,060 i 
-A 

4,874 

36 



Federal Communications Commission FCC 035-2 

APPENDIX E 

LIFELINELINK-UP STATE PROCEDURES: 
Examples of State Programs Submitted by Commenters 

I. Eligibility 

A. Self-certification of Eligibility for Enrollment 

1. ~ a i i f o r n i a ’ ~ ~  

In California, telephone companies must “immediately enroll” a customer who verbally certifies 
that he or she is eligible to participate in the Lifeline program. The company then sends the 
customer a self-certification form on which the customer affirms in writing that he or she is 
eligible for Lifeline and agrees that the company may verify his or her income. If the customer 
does not return the form within 30 days or if the company determines that the customer is not in 
fact eligible, the customer is removed from the program. 

B. Paperless Enrollment Application 

1. color ad^"^ 

Colorado has implemented a paperless application process that allows potential recipients, after 
being notified of eligibility, to call their local telephone company to receive the discounts. There 
is no written application. This paperless application process makes it easier for the consumer to 
get the needed assistance and also enables low-income consumers to choose a competitive LEC 
that offers the assistance to eligible subscribers using the same paperless application process as 
the incumbent LEC. There is no paper application to keep track of and transfer from company to 
company. 

C. Automatic Enrollment 

1. Ma~saehusetts’~‘ 

In Massachusetts, households that qualify for LIHEAP can voluntarily give their permission, at 
the time of application, for the LIHEAP-administering agency to disclose information to Verizon 
that allows the household to be enrolled in Lifeline. Thus, enrollment is not “automatic” in the 
sense of being done without the household’s permission, but it is done electronically in most 
cases. This facilitates enrollment, and the results are evident in the relatively high Lifeline 
subscription rate in Massachusetts. 

169 See NCLC Comments at 5-6. 

See Colorado DHSJOCC Comments at 4. 

See NCLC Comments at 6. 

I70 

171 
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2. New YorkI7' 

In New York State, the Public Utility Law Project (PULP) has spent several years working to 
increase participation rates in the LifelindLink-Up programs. PULP represents low-income and 
rural consumers in utility, telephone and energy related matters. PULP worked with the New 
York Public Service Commission (NYPSC), the New York Department of Family Assistance 
(NYFDA), and NYNEX (now Verizon) to create an automatic enrollment database. The data 
transferred between the NYDFA and Verizon is confidential and cannot be used by Verizon or 
the state for any reason other than Lifeline assistance. Anytime an individual enrolls for a 
program administered by NYDFA they are automatically enrolled in LifelineLink-Up, but are 
also given the option to opt-out of the Lifeline/Link-Up program. Individuals who are not 
Verizon customers but have been identified by NYDFA as being eligible because of enrollment 
in a program administered by NYDFA are notified of their eligibility and given the opportunity 
to request Lifeline service by returning a preprinted form. This system increased the number of 
people participating in Lifeline from 197,339 in 1987 to 703,001 in 1998. Lifeline consumers 
who have ceased receiving other assistance through NYDFA for four consecutive months are 
removed from Lifeline. 

3. North Dakota173 

In North Dakota, when consumers go to the county office of North Dakota Department of 
Human Services (NDHS) and are determined eligible for any of the qualifying programs in the 
North Dakota Lifeline and Link-Up program, they receive an information sheet about 
Lifelinekink-Up or enhanced LifelindLink-Up. Each qualifying individual receives a 
certificate of eligibility in the mail from NDHS which states that the individual must return this 
certificate to the telephone company in order to receive Lifeline/Link-Up. Once a year, all 
eligible North Dakotans receive a new qualifying certificate from the NDHS. The annual 
mailing of this certificate to eligible parties helps increase participation in Lifeline and Link-Up 
programs by providing an additional opportunity to sign up with the local telephone company. 
Qwest and some other North Dakota companies use a different method of verification. Through 
arrangements with NDHS, these companies receive an annual list of eligible participants to 
verify against their current participation list and delete unqualified participants based on this list. 
Participants with these companies do not need to send in a qualifying certificate annually. 

D. Paper-proof Verification of Continued Eligibility 

1. Tennessee'74 

I7'See Civil Rights Forum Comments at 3. 

See North Dakota Public Service Commissioner Comments at 1 

I7'See Tennessee Regulatory Authority Comments at 11-12. 
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The process used in Tennessee initially requires the applicant requesting Link-Up and Lifeline to 
provide proof of the public assistance program they receive. Proof of benefits may be 
demonstrated by providing a copy of the approval letter to receive Food Stamps, Medicaid or 
TANF from Tennessee Department of Human Services (TDHS) or a copy of the SSI benefit 
letter from the Social Security Administration. 

E. On-line Verification of Continued Eligibility 

1. I1linois''S 

In Illinois, carriers can perform on-line verification of a consumer's eligibility by obtaining real- 
time access to a database of state low-income assistance program participants. The result is a 
streamlined process for both consumers and carriers. 

2. Minne~ota"~ 

Minnesota verifies the income and/or disability of all applicants. An enrollee's continued 
participation in the program is also verified on an annual basis. Minnesota verifies 85% of its 
Telephone Assistance Program participants by the use of computer interfaces with the Minnesota 
Department of Revenue, public assistance databases, and LIHEAP databases. The remainder are 
contacted by mail and asked to provide proof of continuing eligibility. Due to these verification 
procedures, Minnesota is not aware of problems with ineligible or fraudulent individuals being 
enrolled in the Telephone Assistance Program. 

3. Tennessee'" 

In Tennessee, Lifeline applicants are required to certify eligibility by presenting documentation 
to their carrier of their participation in Food Stamps, Medicaid, TANF, or SSI. Documentation 
can be demonstrated by a copy of their approval letter to receive benefits through one of those 
programs. Self-certification is not permitted. Once the documentation is received by the carrier, 
the carrier then verifies the accuracy of the documentation with the Tennessee Department of 
Human Services (TDHS) client database. Verification of continued eligibility is also 
accomplished utilizing this electronic system. This has been the most efficient and effective way 
in which to verify and re-verify that a consumer is receiving public assistance. Tennessee 
requires re-verification of consumers on Lifeline no less than twice a year or every six months. 

See SBC Comments at 2. 

See Minnesota DOC Comments at 4. 

See Tennessee Regulatory Authority Comments at 11-12. 171 
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11. OUTREACH 

A. Multi-Lingual Assistance 

1. ~ a ~ i f o r n i a ' ~ '  

On December 1 1,2001, the California PUC approved a one-year, $5 million contract to design 
and implement a competitively neutral public awareness and outreach program in order to 
increase universal Lifeline telephone service subscribership. On the same date, the California 
PUC approved a three-year, $1.5 million contract for a multi-lingual toll-free call center that 
provides customer service information about Lifeline in Spanish, Korean, Laotian, Cambodian, 
Vietnamese, Tagalog and Hmong, as well as English. As a result of California's outreach 
efforts, Lifeline participation rates have increased from 1,467,859 in 1989 to 3,196,661 in 2000. 

2. F l ~ r i d a ' ~ '  

The Florida Public Service Commission sends eligible Florida consumers a postcard-size flier 
about the Lifeline/Link-Up program. Approximately 35,000 of the fliers, which were written in 
English on one side and Spanish on the other, were mailed to consumers in 2000. 

3. Minnesota'" 

To accommodate the state's increasingly diverse community, the Minnesota Department of 
Human Services currently makes Lifeline/Link-Up applications available in Arabic, Hmong, 
Cambodian, Lao, Russian, Somali, Spanish and Vietnamese. 

4. Tennessee"' 

The Tennessee Regulatory Authority (TRA) has created four color posters in English and 
Spanish and posted them in locations frequented by low-income individuals, such as health care 
facilities, legal offices, churches, charitable organizations, and Human Services offices. To 
support this campaign, the TRA has established a toll-free hotline. The TRA has produced 
public service announcements for radio and television. 

B. Tribal Outreach 

1. Arizona and New Mexico'82 

See Civil Rights Forum Comments at 4;  NCLC Comments at 5 

See Florida PSC Comments at 7. 

See Minnesota DOC Comments at 5.  

See Civil Rights Forum Comments at 5. 

See Smith Bagley Reply Comments at 2,7-8. 
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In Arizona and New Mexico, Smith Bagley, a wireless carrier, conducts intensive advertising 
campaigns on tribal reservations in service areas where they are designated as an eligible 
telecommunications carrier. One of its most successful forms of outreach is its day-long event. 
Smith Bagley moves its storefront into town for a day and hosts a sign-up event where customers 
can learn about wireless service, determine their eligibility for LifelindLink-Up, sign up for 
service, have car installations done, obtain training on using a cell phone, and ask Smith 
Bagley’s staff any questions they may have about Lifeline/Link-Up or wireless service. This 
unique outreach event has led to an increase of 14,000 new Lifeline subscribers. 

C. Agreement with Carriers 

1. Florida’83 

The Florida Public Service Commission (Florida PSC) has recently approved a joint stipulation 
between the Florida Office of Public Counsel and BellSouth that established a Community 
Service Fund for use in educating customers and promoting BellSouth’s Lifelinekink-Up 
services. As part of the stipulation, BellSouth agreed to contribute $250,000 in 2002 and 
$150,000 in2003. 

D. “Warm Transfer Line” 

1. FloridalS4 

The Florida PSC has made consumer education about Lifeline a priority. The Florida PSC 
operates an innovative “warm transfer line” which allows consumers who call the agency with 
LifelindLink-Up questions to be automatically transferred to the appropriate eligible 
telecommunications carrier providing phone service in their service area. The warm transfer line 
assures consumers that they will be in touch directly with the company who can initiate the 
service. 

E. Coordination with Organizations and Other Agencies 

1. Florida1ss 

The Florida PSC also works closely with key state agencies, such as the Florida Department of 
Children and Families (DCF) and Department of Community Affairs, to ensure that the materials 
are received by the target population. For example, the Florida PSC created a postcard-sized 
flier to be sent to eligible Florida consumers using the DCF’s mailing lists and mail system. 
Approximately 35,000 of the fliers, which were written in English on one side and Spanish on 
the other, were mailed to consumers in 2000. Finally, the Florida PSC is partnering with the 

“’See Florida PSC Comments at 4. 

See Florida PSC Comments at 7. 

See Florida PSC Comments at 7. 

184 

185 

41 



Federal Communications Commission FCC 035-2 

American Association of Retired Persons (AARP), the Florida Association of Counties, and the 
Florida League of Cities to further promote Lifeline/Link-Up. 

F. Lifelinehink-Up Seminars 

1. Rhode Island186 

In Rhode Island, consumer advocates hold annual forums and conferences, often consisting of 
panels in which local telephone company representatives speak about Lifeline and distribute 
brochures. 

2. Tennes~ee’~’ 

The Tennessee Regulatory Authority (TRA) has implemented several methods to promote 
Lifeline and Link-Up. It has created a Manager of Consumer Outreach position that concentrates 
on providing consumer information. This Manager conducts three or four LifelindLink-Up 
seminars per month at nursing homes across Tennessee. At the seminar, brochures and 
applications are distributed, leading to numerous applications for LifelineLink-Up. Brochures 
are also distributed at various public affairs events. 

G. Direct Mailings 

1. Connecticdss 

The Connecticut Department of Social Services works in conjunction with carriers to target 
eligible low-income consumers through the mail. 

2. Idaho’89 

The state of Idaho sends flyers and brochures printed by the Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
to eligible state residents. 

3. Main e 

In late 1999, the Maine State Housing Authority and the Maine Community Action Programs 
jointly carried out two major mass mailings to all eligible LIHEAP recipients notifying those 

See Universal Service Administrative Company Comments at I O  (USAC). 

See Civil Rights Forum Comments at 5 .  

See USAC Comments at 14. 

See USAC Comments at 14. 

See USAC Comments at 9. 
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consumers that they were also eligible for Lifeline. An estimated 134,000 letters and flyers were 
mailed, paid for by the Maine Telecommunications Education Fund. 

4. New York”’ 

The Public Utility Law Project of New York sends annual personalized letters to all persons 
eligible for Lifeline, informing them about the program. 

5. North Carolina”* 

In North Carolina, an ad hoc committee comprised of staff members from the North Carolina 
Utilities Commission, the Attorney General’s Office, major telecommunications industries, and 
social services organizations have made major strides since 1998 in their Lifeline/Link-Up 
outreach efforts with direct mailings and other forms of outreach. Since the committee’s first 
meeting, 200,000 brochures have been printed and distributed to various organizations across the 
state that works with low-income families. The North Carolina Public Service Commission sent 
notices to everyone in North Carolina who was eligible for the programs. 

6. Tennes~ee’’~ 

The Tennessee Regulatory Authority ( T U )  works with the Tennessee Department of Human 
Services (TDHS) database to determine eligible individuals and then mails LifelindLink-Up 
information to those people. 

H. LifelineLink-Up Notification on Every Call 

1. Maine’94 

Maine’s public assistance agencies explain the Lifeline/Link-Up program whenever a household 
applies for public assistance and the state’s telephone companies mention Lifeline/Link-Up 
whenever a customer applies for telephone service. This way, a household can apply for 
Lifeline/Link-Up by phone by simply stating that they receive one of the listed public benefits 
and providing either a social security number or welfare identification number. Maine credits its 
high penetration rates to this combination of innovative outreach and easy application methods. 

I. Tax Break for LifelinelLink-Up Telephone Companies 

1. North Carolina’” 

19’ See USAC Comments at 12. 

See Civil Rixhts Forum Comments at 4-5. 

‘93 See Civil Rights Forum Comments at 5.  

’94 See NCLC Comments at 7.  

See North Carolina Utilities Commission Comments at 4-5. 195 
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North Carolina provides for a tax break to Lifeline/Link-Up telephone companies equal to the 
amount of money they are required to contribute for Lifeline/Link-Up. According to FCC data, 
Lifeline enrollment in North Carolina increased from 29,640 in 1998 to 62,475 in 2000. 

J. Lifelinenink-Up Marketing Board 

1. ~ a l i f o r n i a ' ~ ~  

California created a Lifeline Marketing Board which promotes the Lifeline program beyond the 
typical telephone company policy of including information in their telephone bills. 

See Civil Rights Forum Comments at 4-5. 
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Executive Summary 
Lifeline Staff Analysis 

April 2003 

Introduction 

The Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service (Joint Board) recommends that the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) add a federal default income-based criterion of at least 1.35 
times the Federal Poverty Guidelines -a 1.35 Poverty Level Criterion (PLC). This would 
allow many additional low-income citizens in those states that utilize the federal default criteria 
to take the Lifeline program. The Joint Board also recommends that the FCC encourage all 
states to adopt the recommended federal income-based criteria. 

There is a benefit to increasing the number of participants, and also a cost. The obvious benefit 
would be the increase in the number of telephone subscribers. The cost at the federal level 
would be the additional federal dollars spent on the additional Lifeline enrollees. 

Methodology 

This study uses the economic method of forecasting baseline, change and new policy impact. 
This means that first we estimate the number of Lifeline subscribers and the costs of the program 
to form the baseline, also known as the status quo. Second, we estimate the changes that would 
result from a nationwide implementation of a 1.35 PLC, assuming that all states adopt this 
criterion.’ Third, we add (or apply) the changes to the baseline to the time period when the 
policy is expected to be implemented. This step provides an estimate of the number of Lifeline 
subscribers and costs under the new policy. We have chosen to estimate the baseline and 
changes for 2004 because that is the timeframe in which the proposed changes will likely be 
made. 

This study uses a combination of statistical regression analysis and simple math in a series of 
spreadsheet tables. The following equations form the basic structure of the spreadsheet model. 

New Lifeline households = New Lifeline-eligible households times predicted Lifeline 
subscription rate among newly-eligible households. 

Additional federal Lifeline expenditures = number of additional households that would take 
Lifeline times the amount of federal expenditures per household that takes Lifeline. 

Some states have a 1.5 PLC. This study assumes that those states with a 1.5 PLC keep it. 1 
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In sum, the results of two regression models are used to predict the impact of a policy change, 
and these predictions are applied to the baseline to calculate the new level of Lifeline 
subscription and federal Lifeline expenditures. 

Resdts 
The results are summarized below: 

Summarv information for 2004 if states adoDted a 1.35 PLC: 

Additional households that would take Lifeline: 967,000 to 1,136,000 

Of the additional Lifeline subscribers, the number that 
would subscribe to telephone service because of the 1.35 PLC: 259.000 

Of the additional Lifeline subscribers, the number that 
would already have telephone service: 708,000 to 877,000 

Additional federal expenditures in 2004: 

Amount that federal expenditures would increase 

Additional federal expenditures per new telephone subscriber: 

$l05,000,000 to $123,000,000 

$405 to $475 

2 
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Lifeline Staff Analysis 

Introduction 

States use different criteria for determining whether a household qualifies for Lifeline. Some 
states use the federal eligibility criteria (set by the FCC), which enable households receiving 
Federal Public Housing Assistance (Section 8), Food Stamps, Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Program, Medicaid, or Supplemental Security Income to receive Lifeline. Other 
states have set their own criteria. States setting their own criteria often use one or more of the 
programs from the federal criteria and sometimes include one or more of their own state-wide 
programs. Some states also use an income-based criterion, which is based on some multiple of 
the Federal Poverty Guidelines. In all cases, a household need meet only one of a state’s criteria 
to be eligible for Lifeline. 

The Joint Board recommends that the FCC add an income-based criterion to the federal 
eligibility criteria for Lifeline. The Joint Board also recommends that the income-based criterion 
be set at 1.35 times the Federal Poverty Guidelines. Thus, households with incomes at or below 
1.35 times the Federal Poverty Guidelines would be eligible for Lifeline. 

This study assumes that all states (not just those that currently utilize the federal default criteria) 
add an income-based criterion of at least 1.35 times the Federal Poverty Guidelines (poverty 
level)-a 1.35 Poverty Level Criterion (PLC>-which would increase the overall number of 
eligible households.’ This would enable additional low-income citizens in many states to take 
the Lifeline program. (Households meeting at least one eligibility criterion are eligible for 
Lifeline, so adding an additional eligibility criterion increases the number of households that are 
eligible for Lifeline.) 

There is a benefit to increasing the number of participants, and also a cost. The obvious benefit 
would be the increase in the number of telephone subscribers. The cost at a federal level would 
be the additional federal dollars spent on the additional Lifeline enrollees. Because the study 
assumes that all states choose to adopt the recommended federal income-based eligibility 
criteria, the estimates presented are likely to represent the upper limit of potential new Lifeline 
and telephone subscribers and estimated impact on the fund. If some states choose not to adopt 
the federal income-based standard, the number of new Lifeline and telephone subscribers, and 
additional cost would be correspondingly lower. 

The relationship between Lifeline eligibility, Lifeline subscribership, and telephone 
subscribership is as follows. A portion of newly-eligible households (because of a 1.35 PLC) 
will take Lifeline service. Of those households that subscribe to Lifeline because of the 1.35 
PLC, a portion will start taking telephone service because they would then qualify for Lifeline. 
The other portion would already have telephone service, and would be taking the Lifeline just 
because they are newly-eligible. See the graphs below. 

’ This study assumes throughout that states with a 1.5 PLC continue to use a 1 SPLC 

3 
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Lifeline Eligibility with a 1.35 PLC, 
households taking Lifeline, and households 
taking telephone service due to a 1.35 PLC 

Hauwholds 
that arc 

4 
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Methodology Summary 

This study uses the economic method of forecasting baseline, change and new policy impact. 
This means that first we estimate the number of Lifeline subscribers and the federal expenditures 
of the program to form the baseline numbers. Second, we estimate the changes that would result 
from a nationwide implementation of a 1.35 PLC. Third, we add (or apply) the changes to the 
baseline in the time period when the policy is expected to be implemented. This step provides an 
estimate of the number of Lifeline subscribers and costs under the new policy. 

For the first step, we estimate Lifeline subscribership in Year 2000 and update those estimates 
using data for Year 2002. The 2002 estimates are used as a base from which to forecast 2004 
baseline Lifeline subscribership. We have chosen to estimate the baseline and changes for 2004 
because that is the timeframe in which the proposed changes will be made. 

For the second step, the Year 2000 subscribership estimates are used to predict the change in 
Lifeline subscribership due to a 1.35 PLC. The study uses the plethora of demographic data 
available from the Year 2000 to model the effects that a 1.35 PLC would have had on Lifeline 
subscribership and telephone penetration in 2000. For Lifeline subscribership, a regression 
model is constructed that predicts the increase in Lifeline subscribers as a function of increasing 
multiples of the Federal Poverty Guidelines. For example. the model predicts that if Texas- 
which has a 1.25 PLC-adopted a 1.35 PLC, Lifeline subscribers in 2004 would increase by 
16,669 to 19,576 (See Table 2.F). For telephone subscribership, a logistic regression is 
constructed that predicts the increase in telephone subscribership as a function of increasing 
multiples of the Federal Poverty Guidelines and other important factors, such as income and 
home ownership. If all states adopt a 1.35 (or higher) PLC for Lifeline, the model predicts that 
259,000 households would take telephone service because of that change. 

In the third step, the estimated additional number of Lifeline subscribers is added to the baseline 
in Year 2004 to get the forecasted number of Lifeline subscribers that would exist in 2004 under 
a nationwide implementation of the new policy. This study forecasts the additional Lifeline 
subscribers that would result from the implementation of a 1.35 PLC (baseline plus change). 

These steps are exhibited in the following graphs. The first graph shows the steps for predicting 
the number of Lifeline subscribers, and the second graph shows the amount of federal Lifeline 
expenditures. 
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Modeline Process 

The modeling process is outlined below. The word “produce” is used below when the FCC did 
not have the actual data, and so the quantities were estimated based on a sound methodology. 
The word “forecast” is used when data are predicted for a future time period. 

0 Create baseline 
o Produce baseline Lifeline subscription rates for 2000. 
o Produce baseline Lifeline subscription rates for 2002. 
o Forecast baseline Lifeline subscription rates for 2004. 
o Forecast baseline federal Lifeline expenditures for 2004. 

o Produce change to Lifeline eligibility resulting from a 1.35 PLC. 
o Forecast change to Lifeline subscription rates in 2000 resulting from a 1.35 PLC. 
o Forecast change to Lifeline subscription rates for 2004. 
o Forecast for Years 2000 and 2004, change to telephone subscribership resulting 

from a 1.35 PLC. 
o Forecast change to federal Lifeline expenditures for 2004. 

o Apply forecasted changes to forecasted baseline to determine the new number of 
Lifeline subscribers in 2004. 

o Apply forecasted changes to forecasted baseline to determine the new federal 
Lifeline expenditures in 2004. 

Estimate change from new policy 

Apply new policy to baseline to compute new level 

Methodology Detail 

The above steps will now be discussed in more detail. A series of tables is constructed that show 
the computations for the three steps outlined above. 

This study combines data from three sources: 1) Current Population Survey of Households 
(CPSH) provided by the Bureau of Labor Statistics; 2) the website www.lifelinesupport.org; and 
3) Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC). The CPSH data contain the results from 
over 50,000 households that were surveyed around January 2000. The website 
www.lifelinesupport.org provides the Lifeline eligibility requirements for each state, and 
USAC’s website provides actual Lifeline subscribers in 2000 and 2002. 

This study uses a combination of statistical regression analysis and simple math in a series of 
spreadsheet tables. Two regression models are constructed. 

Lifeline Regression Model - A regression analysis model is constructed that correlates 
higher Lifeline subscription rates to the use of higher multiples of the Federal Poverty 
Guidelines for income criteria. Many states have income-based Lifeline eligibility 
criteria, and in general, the states with a higher multiple of the Federal Poverty 
Guidelines have higher Lifeline subscription rates. The results from this model are then 
used to predict the number of households that would take Lifeline in 2000 and 2004 as a 
result of a nationwide implementation of a 1.35 PLC. 

http://www.lifelinesupport.org


Federal Communications Commission FCC 035-2 

Telephone Regression Model - Another regression model, this time a logistic regression, 
is used to predict increased telephone participation that would have resulted in 2000 had a 
1.35 PLC been implemented. This model incorporates several factors, including the 1.35 
PLC, income, and other demographic information. Many states have income-based 
Lifeline eligibility criteria, and in general, the states with a higher multiple of the Federal 
Poverty Guidelines have higher telephone subscription rates. The results from this model 
are then used to determine the number of households that would take telephone service in 
2004 as a result of a nationwide implementation of a 1.35 PLC. 

The spreadsheet tables use a series of equations which simply add or multiply the contents of 
various columns in the table to produce a final column (to the right) which is of the most interest. 
The results of the regression analysis are incorporated into several columns in the tables. The 
following equations are used in the tables: 

Number of additional households taking Lifeline = number of newly-eligible households 
times the Lifeline subscription rate (the percentage of those households that would take 
Lifeline, which is determined by the Lifeline Regression Model). 

Additional federal Lifeline expenditures = number of additional households that would 
take Lifeline times the amount of federal expenditures per household that takes Lifeline. 

In sum, the results of two regression models are used to predict the impact of a policy change, 
and these predictions are applied to the baseline to calculate the new level. The data and analysis 
is discussed in more detail below. 

8 
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Step 1: Create Baseline 

The tables in this section examine the number of Lifeline subscribers, the number of 
households that are eligible for Lifeline and the Lifeline subscription rate. Each table reflects 
data for a different year. 

Baseline Lifeline subscription rates for Year 2000. Nationally, 16.3% of households are 
estimated to be eligible for Lifeline. Of these eligible households, an estimated 33.1% subscribe 
to Lifeline. 

The CPSH data contain demographic data from which the eligibility for each household in the 
sample can be determined. So, if a state uses Food Stamps as an eligibility criterion, then those 
households in that state that received Food Stamps are marked as being eligible for Lifeline. 
Each household is analyzed according to its state’s eligibility criteria, as reported by 
www.lifelines~pport.org.~ Only those households that meet at least one of the eligibility criteria 
are deemed eligible for Lifeline, the rest are deemed ineligible. This is accomplished 
electronically using Visual Basic for Applications for Microsoft Access. From these data, 
statewide estimates for the number of Lifeline eligible households are created. USAC data from 
the Monitoring Report are then used to create the Lifeline subscription rate, which is the 
percentage of eligible households that subscribe to Lifeline. See Table l.A. 

Baseline Lifeline subscription rates for 2002. Nationally, 16.3% of households are estimated to 
be eligible for Lifeline. Of these households, an estimated 37.5% subscribe to Lifeline. 

USAC Lifeline data from 2002 are used to create a new baseline subscribership rate, using the 
same methodology as for Year 2000 described above. The number of households in each state in 
Year 2002 is forecasted based on the growth rate of households between 1998 and 2000. It is 
assumed that the same percentage of households that qualified for Lifeline in 2000 qualified for 
Lifeline in 2002. See Table 1 .B. 

Forecasted Baseline Lifeline subscription rates for 2004. There will be an estimated 110.1 
million households in the Year 2004, and 6.8 million of those households are expected to take 
Lifeline under existing rules. 

The results from the previous tables are used to forecast the number of households, the number 
of Lifeline-eligible households, and the number of Lifeline subscribers in 2004. The number of 
households in 2004 is calculated in the same manner as it was in Table 1 .B. The number of 
households qualifying for Lifeline in 2004 (July 1, 2004, to be exact) is simply calculated by 
multiplying the percentage of all households that are eligible for Lifeline in 2000 by the 
forecasted number of households in 2004. This calculation assumes that the same percentage of 
households will qualify for Lifeline in 2004 as did in 2000. The number of households that 
would take Lifeline in 2004 is calculated by multiplying the percentage of eligible households 
that took Lifeline in 2002 by the forecasted number of eligible households in 2004. This 

’ The website was viewed in early 2002 
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calculation assumes that the same percentage of Lifeline-eligible households will take Lifeline in 
2004 as did in 2002. These predictions make two implicit assumptions: the number of 
households in each state increases at a constant rate, and the economy continues to grow at the 
same rate it did in 2002. See Table l.C. 

Forecasted Baseline federal Lifeline expendituresfor 2004. Forecasted federal Lifeline 
expenditures under existing rules in Year 2004 are $709 million. 

The forecasted federal Lifeline expenditures are calculated by multiplying the forecasted number 
of Lifeline subscribers in each state times the expected federal expenditures per line in that state. 
The state-by-state federal expenditures are then summed to form the national total. See Table 
1 .D. 

Step 2: Estimate Change from New Policy 

This section quantifies the number of additional households that would become eligible 
for Lifeline, the number of households that would subscribe to Lifeline, and the number of 
additional households that would subscribe to telephone service due to the implementation of a 
1.35 PLC. (This analysis assumes that states without a PLC for Lifeline and states with a PLC 
below 1.35 adopt a 1.35 PLC. This analysis also assumes that states with a 1.5 PLC keep it.) 
This section then calculates the increased federal Lifeline expenditures resulting from the 
increased number of households taking Lifeline due to the 1.35 PLC. CPSH data are used to 
determine the number of additional households that would become eligible for Lifeline. Two 
regression analyses are used to determine the number of additional households that would 
subscribe to Lifeline and the number of households that would take telephone service due to a 
1.35 PLC. 

Change to Lifeline eligibility in 2000 and 2004 resulting@om a 1.35 PLC. We predict that an 
additional 6.1 percent of total households would qualify for Lifeline under the 1.35 PLC, and this 
would qualify an additional 6.6 million households in Year 2004. 

The demographic data from each household in the CPSH data are examined to determine 
whether it would have become eligible for Lifeline with a 1.35 PLC. The estimates from the 
CPSH data are then used to determine the number of households in each state that would become 
eligible for Lifeline with a 1.35 PLC. Table 2.A presents the information for the Year 2000 and 
2.B presents the information for the Year 2004. 

Change to Lifeline subscribership in 2000 resultingfforn a 1.35 PLC. We predict that states 
without a PLC and states with PLCs at 1.25 or lower would see a significant increase in the 
number of low-income households that take Lifeline if they adopted a 1.35 PLC. Nationwide, 
the number of Lifeline takers would increase between 928,000 to 1,090,000 if all states adopted a 
1.35 PLC. 

Different states have different Lifeline eligibility criteria, so regression analysis can be employed 
to quantify the correlation between the use of a higher multiple of the poverty level (Le., a higher 
PLC) and the resulting higher Lifeline subscription rate. The Lifeline Regression Model predicts 
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increased Lifeline subscribership that would have resulted from a nationwide 1.35 PLC in 2000. 
See Tables 2.C and 2.D. (At the end of this study is a technical appendix that more thoroughly 
discusses the regression analysis used for this model.) Tables 2.E and 2.F show the number of 
additional Lifeline subscribers on a state-by-state basis for 2000 and 2004. 

Forecasted change to telephone subscribershipfor 2004. 
1.35 PLC, 259,000 households that do not have telephone service would take telephone service. 

The Telephone Regression Model uses logistic regression to predict the increased telephone 
subscribership that would have resulted from a nationwide 1.35 PLC in 2000. See Tables 2.G 
and 2.H. (At the end of this study is a technical appendix that more thoroughly discusses the 
logistic regression analysis used for this model.) Table 2.H also uses these results to quantify the 
number of households that would take telephone service in 2000 and 2004 because of a 1.35 
PLC. 

For 2000 and 2004 respectively, Tables 2.1 and 2.5. break down the number of new Lifeline 
subscribers into two groups: those that would be taking telephone service because of the 1.35 
PLC, and those that are already had telephone service, and who are subscribing to Lifeline just 
because they would then be eligible for it. 

Change to federal Lifeline expenditures for 2004 is forecasted. We predict that federal Lifeline 
expenditures would increase by $105 million to $123 million if all states implemented a 1.35 
PLC. 

The forecasted change to federal Lifeline expenditures is calculated by multiplying the 
forecasted change to the number of Lifeline subscribers in each state times the expected federal 
expenditures per Lifeline subscribers in that state. The state-by-state change in the amount of 
federal expenditures is then summed to form the national total. See Table 2.K. 

Step 3: Apply New Policy to Baseline to Compute New Level 

We predict that if all states adopted a 

The new levels of subscribership and costs are shown in several tables. First, the new 
total of Lifeline subscribers is calculated, and then the increased federal Lifeline expenditures are 
calculated. 

Forecasted New Policy Levels for Lifeline subscribership in 2004. We predict that if all states 
implement a 1.35 PLC for Lifeline, an estimated 8 million households will subscribe. 

Here the forecasted increase in Lifeline subscribers is added to the forecasted baseline number of 
subscribers to create the new forecasted number of Lifeline subscribers in 2004 with the 1.35 
PLC. See Table 3.A. 

Forecasted New Policy Levelsfor federal Lifeline expenditures. We predict that if all states 
implement a 1.35 PLC for Lifeline, federal Lifeline expenditures are forecasted to be in the range 
of $814 million to $832 million. 
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Here the forecasted increase in federal Lifeline expenditures is added to the forecasted baseline 
federal Lifeline expenditures to create the new forecasted federal Lifeline expenditures in 2004 
with the 1.35 PLC. See Table 3.B. 

Additional request 

Finally, this study examines, at the Joint Board’s request, the effects of replacing the current 
federal default Lifeline eligibility criteria with a single income-based criterion (Table 4.A). For 
administrative ease, the model assumes that all states (even those that do not presently utilize the 
federal default criteria) would adopt a single criterion of 1.35 PLC, except that states with a 1.5 
PLC would keep it. Therefore, these estimates may overstate the results of the policy change. If 
current criteria were replaced with a 1.35 PLC, then some current Lifeline participants would no 
longer be eligible, so there would be decreases in Lifeline subscribership resulting from the 
discontinued criteria. There would also be offsetting increases from the new 1.35 PLC. The net 
impact is that fewer households would take Lifeline if the 1.35 PLC were the only eligibility 
criterion. 

The calculations are as follows. The baseline number of households taking Lifeline is the same 
as calculated above in Section Three. CPSH data are examined to determine the percentage of 
households that would no longer qualify for Lifeline due to the removal of all other eligibility 
criteria. The number of newly-eligible households that would take Lifeline as a result of the 1.35 
PLC criteria change is derived in Section Three. Thus, the new policy level of Lifeline 
subscribers is the baseline number of Lifeline subscribers less those subscribers that could not 
remain due to the change, plus those Lifeline subscribers that would take it because of the 
change. See Table 4.A. 

Other Factors 

This study cannot take several important factors into consideration, such as economic conditions 
and state outreach programs because there are not enough data to do so. Properly accounting for 
a fluctuating economy would require five or more decades of data. The Lifeline program started 
only about 20 years ago, so an analysis incorporating a fluctuating economy is not attempted in 
this study. Further, there are no comprehensive estimates quantifying state spending on outreach 
programs, or the effects the outreach programs have on Lifeline subscribership. 

By not accounting for these factors explicitly, this study assumes that these factors will remain 
constant between 2000 and 2004. Although changes in these factors can affect the forecasted 
baseline number of Lifeline subscribers (and therefore, baseline federal expenditures), those 
factors should have a relatively smaller effect on the forecasted number of households that will 
take Lifeline as a result of a 1.35 PLC. The number of households that would take Lifeline 
because of a 1.35 PLC is about 1/61h of those that already take Lifeline. So, as the economy 
fluctuates, and more or less households take Lifeline, the number of households that would take 
Lifeline due to a 1.35 PLC will go up and down by 1/61h as much as the number of households 
that would take Lifeline based on other eligibility criteria. Thus, the number of households 

12 



Federal Communications Commission FCC 035-2 

taking Lifeline due to a 1.35 PLC will have 1/36'h the variance that the number of households 
taking Lifeline will have.4 

Additional assumptions 

In addition to the factors discussed above, this study makes several assumptions that are 
needed to estimate the impact of the program: 

1) All other Lifeline/Linkup eligibility criteria (and the qualifications for the underlying 
programs) stay constant over time. Aside from the addition of a 1.35 PLC, this model assumes 
that between 2000 and 2004, no other changes are made to the Lifeline/Linkup programs or to 
the programs that are frequently used as qualifying criteria for Lifeline between 2000 and 2004; 

2) Data can be substituted. Several states have a 1.33 PLC in effect. This study treats 
states that have a 1.33 PLC as having a 1.35 PLC. This assumption is reasonable because the 
effects of a 1.33 PLC are statistically indistinguishable from a 1.35 PLC. 

PLC (and that states with a 1.5 PLC keep it). The model also assumes that households rapidly 
learn of the changes to the Lifeline program and expeditiously act on this new information. 

3) Rapid adoption and continuity. This model assumes that all states rapidly adopt a 1.35 

See Henry Scheffe, The Analvsis of Variance, at 8 (1959). 4 
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Results 

The results are summarized below: 

Summary information for 2004: 

Household information: 

Forecasted households on Lifeline without 1.35 PLC: 
Forecasted additional households on Lifeline with 1.35 PLC: 
Forecasted households on Lifeline with 1.35 PLC: 

6,827,000 
967,000 to 1,136,000 

7,974,000 to 7,961,000 

Lifeline subscriber information: 

Households that would take telephone service due to the 1.35 PLC: 
Households taking Lifeline that already have telephone service: 

259,000 
708,000 to 877,000 

Federal Lifeline expenditures: 

Forecasted federal Lifeline expenditures without 1.35 PLC: 
Forecasted amount federal expenditures would increase: 
Forecasted federal Lifeline expenditures with 1.35 PLC: 

Additional federal expenditures per new telephone subscriber: 

$709,000,000 
$1 05,000,000 to $123,000,000 
$8 14,000,000 to $832,000,000 

$405 to $475 
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Section 1: Baseline Information 
Table l.A 

Baseline Lifeline subscription information (Year 2000) 
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Section 1: Baseline Information 
Table l.B 

Baseline Lifeline subscription information (Year 2002) 
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1.7% 
1.4% 
3.1% 
4.8% 
3.0% 
LO% 
2.0% 
1.5% 
2.1% 
0.8% 
4.7% 
0.1% 
-3.6% 
6.5% 

.La% 
4.2% 
0.4% 
-1 8% 
2.4% 
3.6% 
1.7% 

-3.3?4 
3.4% 

1.7% 

0.346 

-1.2% 

-12,652 
129:946 
20,813 
633,821 
46,624 
16,443 
18,048 
9,932 

88,98) 

25,369 
104,619 
40,155 
15,734 
23,301 
21,723 
-36,141 
-16,832 
47,514 
74,890 
-54,154 
69,344 
d.663 

66,452 
1,146 
11,302 
5,705 
14,459 

144,642 
19,762 
68,528 
59,074 
3,776 

53,114 
10,497 
62,475 
5,726 

48,053 

-2,588 

.I 3.759 
100,95 I 
-3.479 

~39,229 
Jl?.458 
3,048 
-4,409 
63,2t2 
83,855 
13,240 

6,485 
-67,855 

m d -  
1,761,832 
205.094 
1,938,096 
1.047.6IE 

1,649,034 
1,303,156 
306,248 
245,211 

6,113,601 
3,039.9 16 
409,U23 
506,517 

4;678,865 
2341.407 
I ,  164,274 
1,067,916 
I.S70,8Y5 
1,572,948 
480.2 I I 

2;U36,447 
Z 5 4  1.014 
3,656,658 
1,e18,320 
1,046,343 

2,237,417 
358,113 
665,045 
693,561 

3,189.202 
688470 

7,106,239 
3,007,610 
260,412 

4,613,808 
1,344,760 
1,40?.521 
4,673,609 
373,633 

1,644,051 
278,268 

2,102,004 
7,748,W 
681,789 
235,713 

2,734,786 
2.389.025 
765.835 
I,P60,085 
199,415 

n,r20.203 

479,659 

14.9% 
18.7% 
13 4% 
19.6% 
19.3% 
3.1% 
11.0% 
Ib.6% 
I S  70% 
132% 
15.2% 
26.9% 
21,9% 
12 9% 
13.2% 
10.696 
11.0% 
17 2% 
19 7% 
I S  1% 
3.7% 
16.1% 
23.2% 

21 9% 
16.0% 
10.7% 
107% 
20.9% 
14.8% 
12.3% 
16.2% 
l?.E% 
15.7% 
12.3% 
14 5% 
14.5% 
24.2% 
12 0% 
16 1% 
15.194 
13.0% 
26.1?6 
23.6% 
17 4% 
30.2% 
8.5% 
13.5% 
20.5?6 
13.3% 
11.5% 

12 8% 

262,252 
38414 

255,693 
204,964 

2450.79 I 
51,370 
143,840 
50,955 
46588 

807,015 
462,032 
109,596 
1 11.133 
604,774 
W 2 7  I 
123,139 
117,783 
270,659 
310,619 
75682 
75,334 
407,953 
849,595 
246.362 
22% 19 I 
358291 
38319 
71.138 
144,765 
70,869 
393,494 
1 I 1.2 12 

1,408,948 
473,181 
32152 

670.9?5 
195,361 
335,596 
55a931 
60,325 

249, I00 
36,250 
549,416 
1,825,"l 
I18576 
71,284 

231,248 
323.47 I 
157,768 
260,127 
22,913 

Howhold, 
that wok 
Lirdhs 
hlz!l92 
25.4b3 
23,302 
73,186 
141m 

3232,732 
29,709 
58,OSS 
2,100 
13,645 
142,521 
68,266 
14,124 
27.660 
87,Isa 
40,326 
1 7 , s ~  
I 3,775 
60,739 
2 1265 
85,587 
4,022 

164,600 
I18794 
47,554 
22566 
33,322 
15,815 
15,241 
37,204 
7.253 
46,687 
47,m 

500,671 
95.510 
19,226 

275,591 
117,297 
36,402 
94,845 
46,IeS 
21,809 
27,117 
49,OsO 
425,9770 
19.69 
25,511 
20,7M 
83,327 
4,905 

68,333 
2.126 

Percerdpge < 
hoU4aholdrd. 
LmkLlhlin 

9.7% 
60.1% 
28.2% 
4.9% 

131.9% 
57.8% 
40.4% 
4 , l% 
29.3% 
17.7% 
14.8% 
12.8% 
24.% 
14.4% 
13.1% 
14.5% 
11.7% 
22.4% 
6.8% 

5.3% 
40.3% 
14.0% 
19.3% 
9.8% 
9.3% 

41.3% 
21.4% 
25.7% 
10.2% 
11.9% 
42.6% 
3 5 3 %  
21.0% 
59.8% 
41.7% 
60.0% 
10.7*% 
17.0% 
76.6% 

74.8% 

23.5% 
16.6% 
42.0% 
9.0% 

25.8% 
3.1% 

24.2% 
9.3% 

I 1r.m 

a 8% 

e.90~ 

LNaUonwidP 104,782.000 2,226 2,363,000 107,145.000 15.3% 17,489,000 6,558,%0 37.5% 

S ~ i l r a  &:en! PopuIulnnSu~e~ oTHow~oIS~LPSH) Much 1998 d?000 dPt= 
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%tion 1: 5aseline Information 
Table 1 .C 

BaxIineLifeline subscription infomation (year2004) 

m 11199s- In0001 
1,74$574 
217,746 

1,024805 

1,60241i8 
1286753 
288.200 
239.35'1 

6.065548 
2,950,9229 

I,so&lso 

12,086,382 

411,411 
481,148 

4,574,246 
230W52 

1,044,615 
1,549,172 
1,609,089 

1,98!933 
2,464124 
3,7 10,812 
1,848976 

2,174965 
356.%7 
653,743 
484.256 
465,200 

3,044,560 
668,708 

1,148540 

497,043 

1.039,6S0 

7,037,71 I 
2,948.596 
256,636 

4.52q494 
1.33426? 
1 3  1,146 
4,667,883 
3t7,422 

1,541700 
231,747 

2.14 1,233 
7,436436 
678.741 
24@,1Z 

2,651,104 
2,305174 
716,598 
L0?7,91w 

102.930 

2.4% 
.13.19$ 
16.2% 
4.6% 

6.5% 
2.9% 
14.1% 
9.3% 
1.8% 
6.8% 
.M% 
11.9% 
5.1% 
3.9% 
3.1% 
5.0.A 
3.2% 
-5.1% 
-7.6% 
5.4% 
6.8% 
-3.3% 
8.4% 
1.4% 
6.9% 
0.7% 
3.9% 
3.2% 
7.0% 
10.7% 
4.6% 
2.2% 
4,5% 
3.3% 
4.6% 
1.8% 
10.5% 
0.3% 

14,7% 
.2.8% 
4.1% 
9.5% 
1.0% 

-4.1% 
5.4% 
e.2% 
3.9% 
-7.5?4 
7.6% 

\].e% 

a .o% 

41,061 

292,378 
46.828 
L.426,09f 
104,903 
34,998 
40,609 
21_347 
108,119 
200,220 
-5,824 
57,079 

235,394 
90,349 
35.4m 
52,427 
4s,n7 
-81;317 
-37,$72 
106,907 
168,501 
-I2 1,847 
156,024 
14.993 
149,516 
2,578 
25,428 
21.836 
32,533 

325,444 
44,465 
154.188 
132,916 
8.495 

209,506 
23.618 
140,569 
12,884 

-3 1,025 
227,140 
-7,827 
.88,266 
703,031 

6,858 
-?,920 

142,205 
ia8.m 
2Y,789 
452.673 
14,592 

-28,467 
1,784,655 
189,279 

2,100,528 

13,5lL,418 

1,323,751 

1,073.633 

1,707,3 13 

328,809 
261,706 

6,173,667 
3,151,149 
405,787 
539227 

4,809,640 
2,391,601 
I, 133.942 
1,097,042 
1,598,04? 
i.sz7,nz 
159,171 

3,588,965 

2,095,8411 
2,634425 

2,005,000 
1,054,573 
2,310.48 I 
359,545 
67Q.17 I 
706092 
497,733 

3,370.004 
713,173 

7,191,899 
3,081,512 
zn5,131 
4,730,200 
1,357,881 
1,481,615 
4,680,767 
356,397 

1,770,810 
273,910 

2,052,967 
8.139,4fl 
665,599 
230,202 

2,793,789 
2,493,EdE 
786,384 
1 3 1  X26i 
207.522 

14.9% 
18.7% 
13 4% 
19.6% 
19.3% 
3.1% 
11.0% 
16.6% 
18.7% 
13.2% 
15.2% 
26.9% 
21.5% 
12.9% 
13.2% 
10.6% 
110% 
17.2% 
19.7% 
15.1% 
3.7% 
16.1% 
23.2% 
12.8% 
21 9% 
16.0% 
10.7% 
107% 
20 9% 
14.8% 
12.3% 
I6 2% 
19.8% 
15.7% 
l2.3?6 
14.5% 
14.5% 
24.2% 
12.0?4 
14. I% 
15.1% 
13.0% 
26.1% 
23.6% 
17.4% 
30.2% 
3.5% 
13 5% 
20.5% 
13.3% 
1 1  5% 

265.649 
35.4% 

281.458 
210,054 

2,603,428 
53.184 
144,109 
54.709 
48,908 

814,944 
478,938 
109.124 
118,091 
621,617 
314,879 
IZ5,zIP 
120,995 
275,337 
301,698 
ti9,45s 
77,531 
m,9m 
833,867 
257,494 
231,015 
371.592 
38,473 
72,650 
147.300 
73.540 
415,802 
115.202 

1,425.932 
481.799 
32.134 
687,923 
197,273 
357,858 
559.781 
57,542 

268,212 
35,683 
536,599 
1.917.984 
119538 
69,618 

237,978 
337,643 
I6i,l5P 
299,445 
23,845 

t&&Au& 
9.7% 
60.7% 
28.2% 
4.9% 

131.9% 
9 . 8 %  
46.4% 
4.1% 

29.3% 
17.7% 
14.8% 
12.8% 
24.9% 
14.4% 
13.1% 
14.5% 
11.7% 
22.4% 
6.8% 

117.8?6 
5.3% 
40.3% 
14.0% 
19.3% 
?.E% 
9.3% 
41.3% 
21.4% 
25.1% 
10.2% 
11.9% 
42.4% 
35.5% 
21.0% 
59.8% 
41.7% 
60.0% 
10.7% 
17.0% 
76.6% 
8.8% 

74.8% 
5.9% 
23.5% 
16.6% 
42.0$b 
9.0% 

25.8% 
3.1% 
24.2% 
9.3% 

h-f% 
Eippscted HE 
rw Would tal 
LUtlinc undt 
.Q&!sw& 

25,732 
21,505 
79,320 
10,351 

3,s34,0sz 
30,759 
58,971 
u 5 5  
14.325 

14.012 

143,921 
70J64 

29,392 
89,425 
41,190 
I8,lOl 
l4,lSl 
61,739 
20,654 
81,837 
4,139 

170,664 
116,595 
49,703 
22,746 
34.559 
15,878 
15,565 
37,854 
7,526 
49,334 
49,055 
505,704 
101.953 
13,574 

286,644 
118,442 
38,427 
94,991 
44,058 
23,482 
26,493 
47,90o 
451,642 
19,762 
29,212 
21,333 
86,983 
solo 
653l6 
2,2 12 

bdonwide 104,782.000 4.9% 5,317.000 110,099,000 16 3% 17,973.000 ?7.5% 6,827,000 

' 2 . 25 t l rna~mr~-ye ;oero .u t l i ( 1~~ .20~1  rqi&the:mthover45 ycm. 
Sourw: Currant P0pulafii.n Svvay oi Howholds (CPSH) Mum 1998 an3 2000 data 
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Section I: Baseline Information 
Table 1 .D 

Forecasted baseline Lifeline expenditures Cyear2004) 

I a(adrsaunoa)’ ba.12 c(T&ls I C )  d-Vc 

I Monthly fsdslpl w p o d  Annual Iedarpl 
psr-lins in ZO~G 

I1O.W 
I1O.W 
$8.31 
$8.25 
$8.34 

$10.00 
$8.02 
$8.17 
$7.32 
$10.00 
$10.00 
$8.25 
$9.91 
$7.42 
$7.45 
$696 
$8.82 
$9.86 
$8.25 
$9.93 
$9.11 
$9.92 
$8.21 
$7.04 

$10.00 
$7.08 

$10.00 
$9.43 

$8.17 
67.95 
$10.00 
$9.83 
$9.72 

17.87 

$10.00 
$7.33 
$7.78 
$10.00 
s9.03 
$9.92 
$9.98 
$8.21 
$9.89 
$8.90 
$9.94 
SY.93 
$9 44 
$9.62 
$9.25 
$7.72 

110.00 

muonvorlins 
1120.00 
$120.00 
$99.67 
$99.00 
$100.02 
$l20.00 
$96.26 
$98.04 
$87.84 
$120.00 
$120 .oo 
$99.00 
$118.92 
$89.01 
$89.39 
$83 A8 

$105 87 
$118.29 
$99.00 

6119.19 
$109.33 
$119.04 
198.54 
$84.44 

$120.00 
$84.97 

$120.00 
$113.15 
$94.49 
$98.08 
$95.45 

$120.00 
$117.99 
6116.61 
$120.00 
$87.99 
$93.36 
$120.00 
1108.32 
S119.04 
f 119.72 
$98.47 

$106.81 
s l i m  

$1 19.22 
$ 1 19.20 
$113.22 
$1 15.40 
$111.00 
f9i.6a 

1120.01 

Expeaad Howholdstakmg Foravasd Lifelioe sxpsndimn 

n,m $3,087,836 
21,505 f2,58(\554 
79.320 $7,905,402 
10.351 $1,024.729 

I** . .  
-8 

3,434,082 
30,759 
58,972 
2255 
14.325 
143,921 

14.012 
29,392 
89,615 
41,190 
18,lOl 
14,151 
61,789 
20.654 
81,837 
4. I39 

116,595 

m. 764 

170,664 

49.m) 
22,746 
34,559 
15.878 
15,565 
37.8% 
7,526 

49,334 
49.055 
506. m6 
101.953 
19,574 
286,644 
118.442 

04.991 
44,058 
23,482 
26,693 
47,906 
451,692 
19.762 
29212 
21,333 
86,983 
5.010 

)a427 

$343,490,485 

$221.051 

$11,270.546 

f3,691,050 
$56 76,889 

$1,258,269 

$8,491,683 
$1,387,214 
$3,495,190 
$7,977,186 
$3,68Lll5 
$1,511,046 
$1,498,204 
$7,309,219 
$2,044,783 
$9.754343 - ,  , 
$452,553 

$20,315,902 
$11,489,535 
$4,197,110 
SL729.464 
$i936;422 
fl,905,390 
$1,761,179 
$3,576,901 
$738,167 

$4,709,062 
$5,886,597 

$59,787.604 
$11.889.163 
$<348,946 

$25,222329 
f 11,057,846 
S4,611,270 

610,289.L88 
$5,244,688 
$2811,320 
$2,62S,553 
$5,686,235 

$48,241,163 
$2356.049 .~ .  . 
$3,481,989 
$2,415,418 

65,376 $6,059,041 
Wyoming 2,212 $265,505 
NUionwda Not ~pplieabla Not wplieabls 6,827.WO $709,000,000 

’ Eotimme of monthly federal expenditures indudes the Subwibsr Line Chargo (SLC), $1.75, and any f e d e d  moching h d r  for 
thar s a t * .  SLC amorno were estimated on a company.by-company bwis md M tamd on rules aambiishhcd by the CALLS md 
MAiipioceedings. ThaSLCfweaoh *ate iaaweigbtadavslpga kaedonihenumbarof Lifeline wbacribaresarvadby$ech 
carnsr in tbs sate. 
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Alabm 
Alaska 
Arizona 
AIkvlSU 
Cdifornia 
COlOrpdO 

connsticut 
Dslawan 
DC 
Ronda 

Hawe.ii 
Idaho 
Illiooi~ 
Indisna 
10- 
Kansas 

Louisiana 
Maine 
Mqlnnd 
Mvlpehwsus 
Michigan 
MiIlnmL1 
Miss i s ip i  
Missouri 
MOOtaUP 

Nebraska 
Nevada 
N e w H q s h i t e  
New Jersey 
New Mericu 
New York 
Nonh Carolins. 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahom 
Orqon 
PeNlSJlvalu?. 
Rhcde Island 
South Carolinn 
3outhDakom 
T*?llle*B 
TSXW 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Wwhington 
WeatVirginia 
Wisronsin 
WyOmi"g 

Gaorgn 

Kellt"eb 

Section 2: Change to baseline: effects .from the new policy 
Table 2.A 

Estimated additional Lifeline-eligible households using anationwide 1.35 PLC (Year 2000) 

a (Tnble 1 A) 

Houaehdds 
1,743,574 
21 7.746 

1,808,150 
1,026,805 

12,086,382 
1,6M,4lO 
1,286,753 

239.359 
6,065,548 
2,950229 
41 1.51 1 
481,148 

4,574,246 

1,148,540 
1,044,615 
1,549,172 
1,609,039 
497,043 

1,988,933 

~a8,m 

2,301,252 

2,466,124 
3,710,812 
1,848,976 
1,039,680 
2,170$65 
356,967 
653,743 
664,256 
465,200 

3,044,560 
668.708 

7,037,711 
2,948,59ti 
256.636 

4,520.6Y4 
1,3334,263 

4,661,883 

1,543,700 
281,747 

2,141,232 
7.436,436 
678,741 
240,122 

2,651584 
2,305,374 

75&,595 
2,027.940 

192,930 

1,341,046 

387,422. 

b (CPSH data) 

Additional households the  
would walih, with a 1.35 P K '  

187,280 
i z a s i  
185,960 
m,a2o  

0 
122.432 
74,671 
18,646 

0 
ao,ola 
261.620 
19,996 

0 
237,799 
179.6YJ 
84,15t 

166.329 
113,cos 

204.828 
28,871 
169.010 
194,536 

123.972 
n 

105:ti891 
66.917 
51.465 
46,005 

0 
22.824 
ui,sno 
105,012 
553,831 
280,021 
35.987 
287,402 
142,085 

0 
257.976 
33,092 
131,571 
17.661 

0 
0 

21 3.4YO 
l?0,912 
97,149 
143.503 
20,488 

OXWP 

Additimd housahddr (a) tha 
would audifv with a 1.35 PLC 

IO.?/. 
5.9% 
10.3% 
10.3% 
0.0% 
7.6% 
5.8% 
6.5% 
0.0% 
10.4% 
8.9% 
4.9% 
0.0% 
6.3% 
7.8% 
7.3% 
10.9% 
IO,W* 
12.790 
5.8% 
8.5% 
7.9% 
0.0% 
6.7% 
10.2% 
3.1% 
14.4% 
10.1% 
0.0% 
4.9% 
7.7% 

15.7% 
7.9% 
9.5% 
14 .W 
6.4% 
10.6% 
0.0% 
5.5% 
85% 
8.5% 
6.3% 
1.6% 
1.4% 
0.0% 
0.00,: 
8.1% 
8.3% 
12.8% 
7.1% 
10.6% 

Nationwide 104,782,om 6,3&,WO 6.1% 
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sate 
Alabama 
AIprkn 
Ariwm 
Arkansas 
Ca1,fornu 

Connecticut 
D*l*=,* 
DC 
ROtida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
I O M  

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Malyllind 
hbsshusetti 
Michien 
Mimesofa 
MiLSiSI~I 

w5ouri 
Montana 
lisbmka 
Nevada 
NewHurpshm 
New lanq 
N e w  McKioo 
New York 
North Camlma 
North DakoD 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 

COlOndO 

G i € p "  
P e n o q i w u l  
Rhcdckland 
South Camlha 
South D a b 5  
T ~ M ~ S M  
T3ms 
Utah 
Vermont 
Vuginia 
Washington 
W e t  Virginia 
U'iseonmn 
Wyondng 

Section 2: Change to baseline: effectr from the new policy 
Table 2.B 

Estimated additional Lifeline-eligible households using a nationwide 1.35 PLC (Year 2004) 

a(Tabls 1.C) b(Table 2 4  s=a*b 

Fomcumd Additional householda (Ye) rhsl Addi+ioml households dmt 

1,784,655 10.7% 191.692 
Households in 2004 would IIUPI~FI wiith P 1.35 PLC would audifv with P 1.35 PLC' 

139279 
2,100,528 
1,073,633 
13,512,478 
1,707,313 
1,323,751 
328,809 
261,7% 

6,173,657 
3,151,149 
405,787 
538,227 

4 , a 0 9 , ~ 0  
2,391,6!31 
1,183,942 
I,G97,W2 
1,598,049 
1,527,772 
459,171 

2,095,840 
2,634,625 
3,588,965 
2,005,000 
1,054,673 
2,320,481 
359,545 
679.1 7 I 
706,092 
497,733 

3.370,m 

7,191,a99 
308 1.5 I 2  
265,131 

4,730.200 
1,357,381 
1,481,615 

713,173 

4,690,767 
256,397 

273920 
1,770,840 

2,052,967 
8,139,467 
685.599 
Z0,,?02 

?,793,7E9 
5,493,845 
786,384 

1.875.267 
207.522 

5 9 %  
10.3% 
10.3% 
0 WC 
7 .@A 
5.8% 
6.5% 
0 0% 
10.4% 
8,9% 
4.9% 
0.0% 
6.3% 
7.8% 
7.3% 
109% 
10.7% 
12 7% 
5.8% 

7.99i 
0.0% 
6.7% 
102% 
3 1% 
14.4% 
10.1% 
0.0% 

8.591 

4.9% 
7 7?4 
15 7% 
7.9% 
9.5% 
14.0% 
6.4% 
10 6?4 
0.w; 
5 5s'. 
s 5% 
S.5% 
6.3% 
1.6% 
I .4% 
0.0% 

8 19; 
s 3% 

0.w- 

12 8% 
7 I% 
10 6% 

11,197 
216,029 
110.646 

0 
130,447 
76.821 
21,273 

0 
641,279 
279.371 
19,713 

0 
302,609 
186,749 
.%;Is: 
119.307 
171,577 
194,478 
26,675 
178,094 
207,828 

0 
134,434 
107,215 
71,526 
51.837 
68.573 

0 
24,420 
258,801 
111.995 
5659f3 
392,614 
37,179 

300.722 
144,600 

0 
258,688 
30,442 
150,931 
17,171 
33,248 
114.380 

0 
0 

224,939 
206,538 
100,973 
132,700 
22,033 

INaaonwdr. 110,099,003 6.1% 6,634.000 

'Assume$ rhitihere w o u l d b e n o ~ r u r ~ l e i m p ~ t f r n m ~ r h t e w i r h ~  1.33FLCchangingiltoa 1.35PLC. 
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Dwcndcntvariablc: Lifeline t&e rate SpcciAcntioo 1 (Low Rmngc) Spccifisatian 1 (HighRangr 

IRdenndcntvanablcs w w  e t  
Amollnt that stak's PLC is a b w c  1.25' 0.585 1.70 0.682 1.99 
California 1.041 5.70 1.015 5.63 
Total support 0.017 I .63 
Conahat -0.022 -0.22 0.138 5.49 

Pimplc r i m  51  R' = 0.5562 0.5312 
G d w . h  Yea, for both apa;iRcations. the cmfficiant on "Amount that 6tze's PLC is tbove 1 .E" is pocitivc 

and statisticdly aiqifioant. 

Raolt 

Q: tfnshtevithoutaPL.C!crrstakwith nPLC b1low1.35)addsda 1.35PLC, 
how much would the rake we increase? 

lneieuc in 1 
Low range 
High range 

I Col.lficleat iribovc 1 2 5  
0.582 0 1  0.058 

I 0.682 0.1 0.068 

A.  Thc tikc rite would nn by 5 8 to 6.8 percenhgc points. 

Notca: 
' The Lifeline t k k s  rate is the n u m b r  of hou~hulds  that tlke Lifelinc divided by thr. number of hounehholdr with 
incorn st or bclow 1 .S t i m s  the p e r 9  leve1 For mom iufonnation on thcregresion; sco Appendix 1. 
Significant at the IO% level in B Wc-tded kst. 

'For instanoc, if a state has a 1 , 5  poverty lcvcl mterion, then the variable h u  a MIUC of .25 (-1.5 - 1.25). 
Ira A t e  has nc. povcity levdl criterie, or if the stat& povcrly Ievd ciitcria IS at or k l o w  1.25, thcn the Variablc 
has L valw of 0, 
Thit mans  that if a state raised its PLC from 1.25 le 1 .35, then, on avenge, the pcrecntagc of poor 
houxholde that takeLifclinr. woilld nac by 6.4 pexsntnge points. Similarly, on average, a State adding 
a I .35 PLC wherc no ELC existed w u l d  increw' ih Lifrlinc take nte hy 6.8 perccntigc poi"& 
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Section 2.: Changz to baseline: effects from the new policy 
Table 2.D 

Estimated additional Lifeline subscribership with a nationwide 1 .i5 PLC 

a (CPSH dah) b Vabk 2.c) -8% 

Houscliolds UiC irimmti ill or b 4 o w  A&tiond bnsclwlds Uwt Ad&lirm;ll 
1.5 times Ihc povnty level in rules 

ailh 1.25 or lower PLCs (Year 2GW)f 
would take Lifeline 
dm IO I .35 PLC 

Lifeline W r a  
due lo 1.35 PUJ 

1nw mngc: I S , Y S ~ , ~ ~ , O O ~  5 . M  Yz.s,nnn 
Hiphrulpc: 15,959,000 6.8% 1,090,000 

Q: Oflhshouatholda Ulat wouldbecome di@blse, take Liielinc h e a w e d  I( 1.35 PLC. what percmllpe woulddo soonly 
baaweofthe 1:35PLC? 

C-A'B A ( C n l m  e, ahovcj B iTable2.A) 

Additional households lhal Additional houasholds ulnt Pcrrcnwge ofncvly di@blc 
would have laken Lifelinr wouldhave baornc di@bls howholds hi1 would 

& c m a l . 3 s P K  duc Lo a 1.35 PLC @ke Lifeline ailha 1- 
Low &e: 928,000 6,368.000 14.6% 
Hiphranpc: 1,090,WO 6,368,000 17.1% 

A 14.6% ILI 17.1% oilhs houssholds h t w o u l d h ~ ~ n x  rhgibleforLifelinc wouldsubmibe. 
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Section 2: Change to baseline: effects from the new policy 
Table 2.E 

Estimated state-by-state additional Lifeline subscribersusing a 1.35 PLC (Year 2000) 

a (Tabla 2 A) 

Additional HH 
that would qualify i 
1.35 PLC were adde 

187,280 
12,881 

I85.Ur;O 
1Mi820 

0 
122,412 
74,674 
18,646 

0 
630 .M 
261;520 
19.996 

0 
287.799 
179.699 
84.158 
113.601 
166.329 
201,829 
28,575 
169,010 
1Y4,536 

0 
123.972 
105,691 
46,917 
51,445 
66.035 

0 
22,824 
233,809 
105,012 
553,831 
280,021 
35,987 

287.402 
142,W5 

0 
257,976 

1 ? I  ,571 
1 7 , S l  
34,677 
1M,501 

0 
0 

213,490 
190,012 
97,149 
143,503 

33,W? 

20,488 

Natimwida 6,368.0M 

L o w  mgs 
b (Table 2D)  Fa% 

Take nte among 
HH thpr qualify 
due IO 1.35 PLC 

14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.4% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.4% 
14.6% 
l4,6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.4% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6Oi. 
14.6% 
I 4  6% 
14,4% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14,696 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14 6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6?i 
14.6% 
14.fPin 
14.64; 
14.6% 
14.6% 
?4.6% 
14.6% 
14.6OA 
14 6Ym 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.W 
14.60'" 

Additional LL 
r&eia due 10 

1.35 PLC - 
27,292 
1,877 

27.100 
15,421 

0 
17.842 
lO,S$? 
2,717 

0 
91.816 
3S,12E 
2,914 

0 
41.941 
26,187 

16,555 
12264 

24.239 
29.849 
4.208 
24,630 

0 

15.402 

18,34* 

18,066 

n , n 2  
7.500 
9,619 

0 
3,326 
34,073 
15,303 
80.709 
40,807 
5,244 

41,883 
20,706 

0 
?7,594 
4,822 
19.174 
2,574 
'3.0% 
15.22Y 

0 
0 

31,112 
27.821 
14,157 
20313 
2,986 

High mnge 
d (Table 2.0) 

Take rate among 
€El that qualify 
duab1.35PLC 

c a * d  

AdditionriLL 
takrsdue to - 

l i  1% 
17 I %  
17.1% 
17.1% 
17 1% 
171% 
I7 I96 
I7 1% 
17 I% 
17.1% 
17 1% 
I7  1 %  
l i  I %  
17.1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17,l% 
I7 1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17 1% 
17.1% 
17 I %  
17.1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17 1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17,1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
171)'a 
17.1% 
I 7  1 %  
l7 , l% 
17.1% 
17 I %  
l7.19b 
I7 I %  
17 1% 
17.141 
I7  1% 
17 I %  
171% 
17 1% 

32056 
2.205 
31.830 
18,113 

0 
20,957 
12,782 
3,192 

0 
107.844 
44,781 
3.423 

0 
49,262 
30,758 
14,405 
19,446 
28,170 
35,060 
4,943 

33,298 
0 

21,220 
I8,Wl 
11,454 
8,809 

11,298 
0 

28,929 

3.007 
40,021 
17,?75 
94,795 
47.931 
4,160 

49,194 
24.321 

0 
44,151 
5,664 

22,521 
3.022 
5.?36 
17.387 

0 
0 

3t,Y3 
32,678 
16.625 
24,563 
3,507 

17 lye  1,090,003 
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Section 2: Change to baseline: effects from the new policy 
Table 2.F 

Estimated state-by-state additional Lifeline subscribers usi 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Aikan9ls 
California 
Colondo 
Connecacut 

Nationwide 5.631,OM 

a (Table 2 A) 

Additional HH 
thztwnuld qualify 

191,692 
11.197 

216,029 
110,646 

0 
130,447 

21.273 
76,821 

0 
641.279 
279,371 
19,713 

0 
302.609 
186.749 
86,752 
119.307 
171.577 
194,478 
26675 
178,W4 
207,828 

0 
134,434 
107,215 
71,526 
51,837 
68,573 

0 
24,420 

258,801 
111,995 
565,965 
592,614 
37,179 
3M.722 
144,690 

0 
258,688 
30.442 
I50,?3 I 
17,171 
33,248 
114,380 

0 
0 

224,939 
2 W 3 8  
103,973 
132,700 
ZZ.Gi8 

h w m g e  
b (Table 2 0 )  

Taka rate anang  
€iH that qmllfy 

14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
l4,6% 
14.6?? 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.60% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
1 4 . a  
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
1 4 . m  
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6?’. 
14.6% 
l4.6YO 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14,6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 
14.6% 

e=*% 
Additiooal LL 
t&en due to 
Lmk€ 

27,935 
1.632 

31,482 
16,124 

0 
19.010 
u:l9s 
3.100 

0 
93.453 
40,712 
2.873 

0 
44,099 
27.215 
12,642 
17,386 
25.001 
28241 
3,887 
25 353 
30,287 

0 
19,591 
lS.624 
10,423 
7554 
Y.993 

0 
3,559 
37.715 
16,321 
82.4 n 
42,647 
5.418 
43,824 
21,OR 

0 

4,436 
21.995 
2.502 
4.845 
16,668 

0 
0 

32.780 

37,698 

19,338 
3,212 

ld.5% P67,OW 

25 

I 1.35 PLC (Year 2004) 
High ran@ 

d (Table 2.V)- 

Tab rate mmg 
HH tbr qadi@ 

17.1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17 I %  
171% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17,1% 
17.1% 
17,lOio 
171% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17,l% 
17 1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
171% 
17 1% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
17,1% 
17 1% 
17 1% 
l 7 . l %  
1 7 1 %  
17 1% 
l7, l% 
17 1% 
17 1% 
li.l% 
17.1% 
171% 
17.l% 
17 I %  
17.1% 
1 7 l %  
171% 
171% 
I7 1% 
17,1% 
17 1% 
I7 I%, 
I7 1% 
17 I?)& 
1 7 1 %  
I 7  I% 

e a * d  

Additiond LL 
rakers due to 

La&.€ 
32,812 
1917 

36,977 
18,939 

0 
22.328 
13,149 
3,641 

0 
109.767 
47.819 
3,374 

0 
51,797 
31,966 
14,849 
20,422 
29,368 
33,288 
4,566 
30,484 
35,574 

0 
23,011 
18,352 
12,243 
8,873 
11,727 

0 
4,180 

44,299 
19,170 
96,875 
50.091 
6,364 

51,414 
24,751 

0 
44,279 
5211 

25,835 
2331 
5,691 
19,578 

0 
0 

38,502 
35,353 
17,283 
22,714 
3,i72 
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Section 2: Change to baseline: effects from the new policy 
Table 2.G 

Logit regression results: Would a 1.35 Poverty Level Criterion 
for Lifeline increase telephone penetration? 

Logistic regression analysis’ 

Denendent side variable: Does the household have telephone senice? 

IndeDendent side variables 
State has 1.33 or 1.5 poverty level criterion for Lifeline’ 
Income (000s) 
Household is a mobile home 
Household is owned, not rented 
Percentage of householders who have lived there one year 
Someone in the household is on food stamps 
constant 

Coefficient 
- value 
0.189 
0.032 
-0.753 
0.728 
0.521 
-0.326 
1.091 

Wald 

4.52 
30.85 
41.27 
81.44 
45.93 
20.33 
160.89 

p-value 
0.03 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

Statistically 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

siPNfiC8llt 

Conclusion: Yes, the coefficient on “State has 1.35 or 1.5 poverty level criterion for Lifeline” is statistically significant. 

’ For more information on the logistic regression, see Appendvt 2 .  

This study assumes that the effects of a 1.33 and a 1.35 Poverty Level Criterion would not be statistically different. 
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Section 2: Change to baseline: effects h m  the new policy 
Table 2.H 

Using the logit regression results: Calculating the number of households that 
would have taken telephone service with a nationwide 1.35 PLC in 2000 

I a (Table 2.G) b (CF'SH) c=a*b d (em) e a * d  

Vlriltle 
State has 1.35 or 1 .S criteria forLL 
Income (dnllarvducs in 000s) 
Livcr in I mobile horn 
O m s  home 
Percent HH lived thrc one year 
On Fmd stamps 
Cbnatant 
Z =Sum of paha1 cffccck 

Means for Means 
houssholda (Same as column b Eamal effect 

with m o m :  except assums ifdl states 
Coefficient less t h m  1 35 Pprtid all stntes adopt imdelcment 1.35 
& povcrhllmel A t  L3.5&.& 
0.189 e . w  0.036 1 .ow 
0.032 9.873 0.316 9.873 
-0 753 0.0% .0.0&3 0.083 
0.728 0.424 0.309 0.424 
0.521 0.801 0.41 a 0802 
-0.326 0.252 -0,OU 0.252 
1.091 1,000 1.091 1.000 

2.0:s 

PLC For Lifelim 
0.181) 
0316 
-0 063 
0 309 
0418 
.o.m2 
1091 
2 178 

Pcnctrahon amongHHwith incomes below 1.35 PLC = l/jl+t"): 88.3% 89.8% 

Iocnasc in penetration among HH at or below 1 .S t i m s  the poverty line = (89.8% - 88.3%) 
Year 2000: Households bdow 1.35 times the poverty Icvd. 
Year 2000: Houacholdr that would hive &en phone service duc to Lifclinc change: 

1.5% A 

16,621,000 B(CPSH) 
247.000 C-AW 

Yecar 2004: Households below 1.35 times the poverty lcvelz 17433,000 D(CPSH) I Year 2004: Houacholdr that would have taken phon< somice due to Lifeline chanar 159.000 E-AQ 

Nutcc. 
i Assumes that s ta te  with 1 5 ELC cntmz kecp I t  

'Forerecasted wm~C?Sl data 
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Section 2: Change to baseline: effects from the new policy 
Section 2:  Estimate changes from new policy 

Table 2.1 
Breakdown of Lifeline subscribers with a nationwide 1.35 PLC (Year 2000) 

a (Table 2.E) b (Table 2.H) o s - b  

Households that Households with 
would sign up for Households new to telephone service that 
Lifeline service telephone senice would sign up for 
due to 1.35 PL€ due to 1.35 PLC Lifeline due to 1.35 PLC 

Low range: 928,000 217,000 6S1,OOO 
High range: 1,090,000 24?,000 843,000 

Section 2:  Change to baseline: effects from the new policy 
Table 2.5 

Breakdown of Lifeline subscribers with a nationwide 1.35 PLC (Year 2004) 

a (Table 2.F) b (Table 2.H) c=a-b 
Households that Households with 
would Sign up for Households new to telephone service that 
Lifeline service telephone sewicr would sip up for 
due to 1.35 PLC due to 1.35 PLC Lifeline due to 1.35 PLC 

Low range: 967,000 259,000 708,000 
High range: 1,136,000 259,000 877,000 
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Section 2: Change to baseline: effects from the new policy 
Table 2.K 

Estimated Lifeline expenditures [Year 2004) 

~ ( T a b l c l D )  

Annual fcdeden. 
*uR)*rtper 

Lifeline subscnt 
$120.00 
$12000 
390.67 
399.M 
$100,02 
$120.00 
996.26 
998.W 
987.M 
$12000 
$12000 
$99.M 

$1 18.92 
$39 01 
989.39 
$83 48 
$105 $7 
$11829 
$99 w 
$11919 
$10933 
$11904 
$98 54 
$34 44 
$12000 
5€4 97 
112000 
$113 I5 
$94.49 
$98.08 
$95.45 
$12000 
$11799 
$116.61 
$12000 
$87.59 
$93.36 
$120.03 
$165.32 
$11904 
$11971 
$98.47 
$118.70 
$106.81 
$119.22 
$11920 
$113 22 
El1540 
$111 00 
$92 @ 
$12001 

L-9 range 
h (Table 2.F) .n’b 

FOrcWtcd Forecasted 
.dditiood HII i n c r u d  federa 
lbnaLifdinc Lifeline cxw-nditu 

27,935 $3,3SLI94 
1,632 

31,432 
16,124 

0 
19,010 
11,195 
3,100 

0 
93,453 
40,712 
2,873 

0 
44,099 
27,215 
12.642 
17.386 
25.034 
28,341 
3,337 

25.953 
30,287 

0 
19,591 
15,624 
I @,423 
7.554 
9,993 

0 
3.559 
57.715 
16,321 
82.477 
42,€47 
5,418 

43,824 
21,072 

0 
37.6% 
4.436 
21,595 
2,502 
4,845 
16.668 

0 
0 

32,725, 
30,098 
14 715 

$195.796 
$3,137,619 
I1,5%,2% 

Po 
s 2 , 2 a i . m  
$I ,077,681 
9303.37 

so 
f l l ,2 l4323 
R4.8S5.492 
DE4.407 

%o 
$3,525,071 
32,432,783 
$1,055,378 
$l,iW0,7SI 
32,957,764 
32,305.77i 
9463.332 

$2837.507 
$3,605,319 

Po 
$1,654,332 
11.874.901 
Pa35,658 
$906.495 
SI , I  30,725 

m 
$34 5.034 

$3559.991 
$1,958.45 
$9,731,711 
R4.973.195 
$650.165 

13,856,130 
$1,967,348 

$0 
54.083,407 
$52R,035 

$2,633,247 
$246.405 
P575;lOS 

$l,750,407 
$8 
Po 

$3,711,461 
$3,473,127 
$1,633,371 
$1,792.256 
$385,403 

19.33Z 
3,212 

P67,OM $105 M0.MO 

29 

High range 
d (Table 2 3 )  o;e*d 

Fencuted Forsuted 

1,417 
36,077 
18,*3Y 

0 
2232F 
13,149 
3,641 

0 
109,767 
47,819 
3174 

0 
51,797 
31,061 
14,MY 
20,422 
25368 
33,283 
4.565 
30,484 
35,574 

0 
23,011 
18,352 
12,243 
8,873 
11,737 

0 
4.150 

44,299 
19,170 
%,E75 
50,091 
6,364 
51,474 
24,751 

0 
44.219 
5,211 
25,835 
2,939 
5,691 
19,573 

0 
0 

38,502 
35,353 
17,283 
22,714 
3,772 

53,685,YY 

30 
$1,874,963 

$2,679,397 
91,265,818 
8356995 

SO 
$l3.171,996 
$5.738,347 
$334,056 

so 
96,610,273 
$2,857,472 
$1.239614 
$2:16i124 
$3,474,098 
$3,295,572 
8544322 

$3,332,847 
$4,234,696 

$0 
91,9443,127 
$2202,200 
$1.040.266 
11,064,741 

$0 
$409,965 

94,228,437 
$2300,387 
$11,430566 
$584 1,361 
$763,663 

96,529,290 
$2310,786 

$0 
96,794243 
5620,272 

$3,092,930 
1289.420 

$1,32a,119 

$675501 
$2.09l,2lI 

$0 
$0 

94359,367 
$4,079,662 
$1,91 S,507 
$2,105,128 
1452,633 

1.136,OM $123.0~,000 
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Section 3: New policy: new levels resulting from a 1.35 PLC (as of July 1, 2004: 
Table 3.A 

Forecasted new Lifeline subscribers (Year 20041 

a(Tab1a 1.C) 

Forecaved 

1,784.655 
189279 

2.10%828 
1,073,533 
33,512,478 
1,707,313 
1,323,751 
325,809 
261,706 

6,173,667 

408,787 
538,227 

4,809.640 
2,391,601 
1,383,942 
1,097,042 
1,598,049 

459, I7 1 
1,095,840 
2,634,625 
3,588,965 
2,005,000 
1,054,673 
3,32(1,48 I 
359,545 
679.171 

4?7,733 
3,37(1,004 
7 13, 173 

3,151,149 

1,527.772 

706,092 

7,1?1,899 
3,081,512 
265.131 

4.730,20[1 
1,387,881 
1,451,615 
4,680,767 
356.397 

1,770,840 
273,920 

8, 1 39,467 
685,599 
130,202 

2,793,789 
2.493.848 

786.3S4 
1,875,267 
207,522 

2,052,967 

b Vable 1.C) 

Forecasted bsJallr 
howholQ fakrn 

15,732 
21,505 
79,320 
10,351 

3(',789 
58,972 
2,285 
14,325 
143,921 
70.764 

3,434.m 

14,012 
243% 
89,625 
41.190 
1E. lOl  
14,151 
61,789 
20,654 
81.837 
4,139 

170,664 
I18,598 
4Y,703 
22,746 
34,589 
15.878 
18.5t8 
37,854 
7,526 
49,334 
45.085 

sn6,in6 
101,953 
19.574 

28a.644 
115,442 
38,427 
94,991 
44.058 
23,482 
26,aol 
47,Q06 

451,64? 
19,762 
20,212 
21.333 
Sd'4E3 
5,010 
65,376 
2,212 

ailonwide I 10.0?9,000 6,827.U)O 

c (Table 2.Q 

Additional LL. 
t&US due t o  

27,935 
1,632 

31,482 
16,124 

0 
19,010 
11,1?5 
3, 100 

0 
93.483 
40.712 
2873 

0 
44,099 
27.215 
12,642 
17.356 
25,004 
28,341 
3,887 

25,953 
30,287 

0 
19,591 
15,624 
10,423 
7.554 
9,993 

n 
3,559 
37,715 
16,321 
82,477 
42,647 
5.418 
43,824 
21,072 

0 
37,698 
4,416 

2 I,?95 
2,502 
4,545 
16,648 

0 
0 

32.780 
3 0 b a  
14,?15 
IP.335 
3,212 

967,000 7,794.000 

30 

Low range 

83,667 
23.137 
110,801 
26,475 

3.434,m 
49,759 
70.167 
5,385 
1 4 , 9 5  

237,374 
I 11.476 
15,685 
25,392 
133,724 
68408 
30.743 
31,537 
86,793 
4 8 9 8  
85,724 

200,9M 
i16,5% 
69294 
38,270 

23,432 
25.558 

I I,B5 
87,04? 
65,376 
589.153 
144,6W 
24,992 
330.4-S 
139,814 
38,927 
132,669 
48,494 
45.477 
29,195 
52,751 

468311 
19,762 
29.212 
54.113 

30,093 

44.982 

37,854 

i 17,081 
19,725 
84.714 
5,424 

e (Table 2.Q 

Additional LL 
rakers due to 
1.35C 

32,SlZ 
6917 

35.977 
18,939 

0 
22,328 
13,149 
3,541 
0 

109,767 
47,819 
3,374 
0 

51,797 
31,966 
14,849 
20,422 
29,365 
33,288 
4566 
30,484 
35,574 
0 

23.01 I 
18,352 
12.243 
P873 
11.737 

0 
4,180 

44,299 
19,170 
95,875 
50,091 
4364 

51,474 
24,751 

0 
44,279 
5,211 

25.835 
2939 
5,691 
19,578 

0 
0 

38,502 
35,353 
17,283 
22.7 14 
3,7?2 

f-bte 

N~wtCtal 
tllwIM1dA 

W n e  Lifeline 
5E.844 
23.422 
116,297 

3.434.082 
29,290 

53,087 
72,12 I 
5.896 
14,328 

253.688 
118;583 
17,387 
29,392 
14 1.412 
73,155 
32,950 
34,572 
91,157 
53,913 
86.403 
34.623 

206,238 
116.595 
72,7 14 
41.097 
46.802 
24,751 
27,302 

11.706 
37,854 

93,632 
68,225 

603.581 
152,045 
25,938 
338,118 
143,193 
38.427 
139,270 
49,269 
49,317 
29.632 
53,597 
47 1,220 
19.762 
29,212 
59.836 
122,336 
22,294 
88,690 
5,985 

Highrange 

1,136,000 7,363,000 
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Section3:Newpolicy: newlevelsresultingfrana1.35PLC(asof July 1,2004:) 
Table 3.B 

Fwecasted new Lifeline expendihues (Yea 2004) 

a(Tabk 1.D) 
h v a l  f a d s 4  

Lifchos apcndiauat 

0.W7.816 
$2,580,554 
$7,5u5,4m 
s1,a4.?29 

E343.490,485 
0,691,050 
Es ,676, %39 
$221,051 

$l,zs82d9 
$1 1270.546 
%,491,683 
$1,38731 6 
$3,495,1Y@ 

53,692.1 I 5 
61,SII,U40 

$2,M4,183 
$9.754,343 
$4Q,SS 

$20Jl5,932 
$11,489,535 
$4,lYlJlb 
$2,729.464 

$7,911,186 

fl,4Y8204 
$7,309319 

$2,936,422 
$1,905,390 
$1,761,179 
$3,176,901 
$135,107 

Fd,lOP,MZ 
$s,sr;6,397 

$55.181,604 
$11,889,163 
r2,34?.+46 

$25,222329 
$1 1,057,846 
$4.61 1,210 
$l0,289,B8 
15,244,688 
r2.811J20 
h2,62E,Sj9 
$5,686.235 
$48,241,163 
Q2,35<,M? 
n,,4E1,e8u 
$2,415,418 
S10.037.RJ 

$5%,1?2 
68.059.IX7 

Low n n p  
b (hbk2.i;) -i*b 

Additional f d u r l  T ~ a l  hdsnl 
i fe lbe sqpeoduutsJ tifclinc vp)mdiauc 

vrim 3.33 PLS 
$3,352,194 $6,449030 
5195,786 S2776.3Yl 

$3,137.619 
11,586.29E 

Io 
0,281,173 
$1,1177,681 
$3@3,Y37 

$3,925,076 
S2.432,lPJ 
$1,055J 78 
$1,840,781 
$2,957,764 
$2,805.17? 
1463,338 

$2.831,107 
$3,6135,319 

m 
51,63l,33> 
SI,874,5OI 
6885,6SS 
$904495 

11,130,129 
m 

$345.034 
$3,5W,YYI 
$1,958,495 

s4,9n,i9s 

$3,856,130 
$I,Y6l,34S 

m 
$4,083,407 
$128,085 

$2,633,241 
$244405 
$57r\los 
$I.lS0.407 

m 
sn 

$3.111,4tl 
$3.473.321 
$1,633,371 
ll.792.2Yi 

S.131.111 

$650,165 

H* r m p  
d W l s  2.Q 

Addltiimd f a d v d  
Llfelim Upndiww 

$3.93 7,3a 
$229375 

$3,68i349 
$1,814963 

so 
62679,391 
$1,265,818 
$356.955 

$11 
$13,111,994 
s .wa34 i  

tn 
1334,056 
_. 

f4,610,213 
$2857,472 
$1,239,614 
$2162124 
$3,474098 
$3,295,572 
4544322 

$3,332,841 
$4.234696 

$0 
s1,943,121 
S22Q200 
$1,040,266 
$1,064,741 
$1,3281 19 

$0 
$40~.965 

$4,224437 
1230Q381 

$1 1,430,566 
$1841,361 
$763,663 

S4529.290 
$2310,186 

$0 
$4,794243 
fa0272 

$3,0Y2930 
$289,4420 
FOl5,Sol 

E?091,21 I 
$0 
SO 

$4319,367 
$4,075,662 
$1,Y14501 
12101128 

a=r'd 
Tout fodurl 

lifolhsanpndiarrss 

$1.021219 
$2,810,530 
PI 1,5Yll751 
$2,899,691 

$34),490,485 
$6,319448 
$6,942,101 
S51E.045 

ri,zsg269 
wD.442542 
11423a030 
$1,121,271 
F3,49$190 
E12S87,459 
$q539,587 
$7,750,660 
13.664328 
63@,183,317 
65340,355 

S I  Q298166 
$3,185,400 
n4554598 
$1 1,489,535 
S 6 , l 4 W l  
$4931,664 
$3,916688 
62910,133 
$3,089,298 
$3,574901 
$1,14413? 
S8931,499 
sa186984 
~ 7 1 , ~  I 8 I 70 
I11,730,524 
S3,11261@ 
r29>751,619 
$13,3&,632 
$4611,270 
$1 5.08SJ3l 
$5,864,960 
$19@4,250 
S2.917.979 
14361.136 

$50,332,314 
62356,049 
$3,481,989 
$q774,78> 
$1 $1 I 7.38) 
$2414618 
SEI 64115 . .  

$452,683 ail&i88 
$1?3,000.O(4 $83r?,om,orn 

3 1  
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Florida 
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Section 4: Replacing cuttent criteria with an income-based criterion (Year 20041 
Table 4.A 

Estimated households taldng Lifeline if 1.35 PLC were the only criterion 
~~ 

n (Tabla3B) bCPSHdia )  c=a*b 
Expected Psrwnldga Gf Houaehold 

hourrdioidi houreholdr that 
sr&fdw- 

25.732 41.2% 
21,505 

Arm”& 79,320 
A,LanSd* 10.351 
C*llfarnra 3.434.081 
COlOdO 30,750 
Cunnectleut 58.972 

Diroiaof Colunbiz 14.355 
D d Z W W  2.255 

143,921 
70,764 
14,012 
29,392 
89,625 
41.190 
18,101 
14,151 
61,W 
20.654 
81,837 

4,139 
170,654 
11b,595 
49,703 
22,746 

15,878 
15,565 
37,854 

7,526 
49.334 
49,055 

506,706 
101,953 

19,574 
286,644 
118.442 
38,427 
04,991 
44.058 
23,482 
26,693 
47.90f 

451.642 
19,762 
29,212 
21,333 
86.983 

34,559 

77.WO 
59.8% 
40.W 
0.0% 

49.6% 
59.7% 
58.3% 
0.0% 

51.7% 
49.8% 
53.1% 
21.7% 
4 7 ~ 1 %  
63.1% 
47.4% 
46.2% 
37.40% 
47.8% 
48.20% 
36.5% 
54.2% 
0.0% 

54.3% 
36.7% 
2 4 . W  
52.0% 
50.5% 
0 0% 

60.4% 
56.5% 
5 1.4% 
43.9% 
42.4% 
53.2% 
45.3% 
4 9 . w  
36.7% 
19.9% 
47.0% 
4 7  I %  
55,4% 
3P.5YO 
29,GQA 
44.2% 
0.0% 

56.4% 
61.6% 

that could 

10,59> 
16,55L 
47,461 

4,14C 
c 

15,241 
35;19F 

I .31i  
c 

74,425 
35.268 

7,442 
6,376 

42,101 
26,118 

8,595 
6.54C 

23,M7 
“875 

3Y.421 
1,512 

92,578 
0 

26.985 
8,354 
6,181 
8,158 
7,850 

0 
4,546 

27,695 
21,219 

232,595 
43.277 
10,418 

129.953 
58,075 
14.091 
18,523 
20,726 
11,069 
14,775 
18,932 

131.121 
8,736 

0 
1:,02a 
53.577 

1,955 
35,403 

1,138 

1,612 
31,481 
16,124 

0 
1’2,010 
11,195 
3,tm 

0 
93,453 
40,712 

5,873 
0 

44,090 
‘.,..IS 
12,fA2 
17.386 
25,001 
28.341 
3.887 

25,953 
30,287 

0 
19,591 
15,624 
10,423 
7,554 
9,993 

0 
355P 

37.715 
16.321 
81,477 
42,647 
spis 

43,824 
21,072 

0 
37,698 
4,436 

~1,995 
2,502 
4.845 

16,5i8 
0 
0 

30.098 

,-, 

3i.130 

6,579 
63,336 
22,335 

?4.5?7 
34969 
4,039 
14,325 

162,949 
76,209 
9,443 
23.015 
01,532 
4 2 3 7  
22.158 
24.997 
63,706 
39,120 
46,302 
28,SR I 
1Ce.373 
116.595 
12,309 
30,016 
3t,7w: 
15,174 
17,697 
37.854 
G,53” 

59,153 
10.157 
356,538 
101,313 
14,575 

2m,515 
81.439 
24.334 
113 ,7 f6  
27,769 
34,408 
11,420 
33,818 

337.190 
11,026 
2?.212 
42.@6 

3,434.08 

1,917 

18.939 
0 

22.328 
13,149 
3,641 

4 7 , ~  
3,374 

0 
51,797 
31366 
14849 
20,422 
29.36s 
33,288 
4.566 

30,4&1 
35574 

0 
23,011 
18,352 
12243 
8,873 

11.731 
0 

4.180 
44299 
19,170 
96.875 
50,091 
6,364 

51,474 
i4,751 

0 
44,2P 

5,211 
25,835 
2939 
5.691 

19,57R 
0 
0 

38.502 

36,977 

0 
109,767 

35,353 
17283 
22,714 

3,772 

68@ 
63,83; 
25,15( 

3 , 4 3 4 m  
37.W 
34.922 
4,5ac 

14.32 
179263 
83,31< 

9944 
23,015 
ug.231 
47,038 
24,365 
28.031 
6?,071 

46,981 
33,111 

113,660 
116,5PS 
45,729 
32,744 
38,522 
16,493 
19.442 
37,854 

7.161 
65,737 
43,006 

370386 
3Ce.768 

15.521 
2Ce.166 

85,117 
24.3% 

120,347 
23,543 
1,248 
14.857 
34.664 

340,Mg 
11.026 
29.212 

68,756 
20.328 
52,687 
4,846 

4 4 , w  

4 7 . 8 ~  



Federal Communications Commission FCC 035-2 

Technical Appendix 1 

Background information for Table 2.C (Would Lifeline take rates increase 
due to a nationwide implementation of a 1.35 PLC?) 

Below are the two regression results that are used to determine the effect that a 
nationwide implementation of a 1.35 poverty level criterion would have on 
Lifeline subscribership. 

Regression 1 - Lifeline specification 1. 

The regression model calculated from the data is 

%HHBelowOnePtFiveTakingLifeline = 
-0.02 + 0.58 x IncElgAbv125 + 1.04 x California + 0.0167 x TotSup. 

Explanation of variables for Lifeline regression specification 1. 

The dependent variable is the number of households taking Lifeline divided by the 
number of households that are at or below 1.5 times the poverty level' 
(%HHBelowOnePtFiveTakin&ifeline). For example, Texas had 263,934 Lifeline 
subscribers in 2000, and 1,575,172 households at or below 1.5 times the poverty 
line. The dependent variable data point for Texas therefore equals 0.15 
(=263,934/1,348,089). 

The first Independent Variable is IncEligAbvI 25. For each state, IncEligAbvl25 
equals that state's income eligibility level (if it has one) minus 1.25. So, for 
California, which has an income eligibility criterion of 1.5 times the poverty level, 
IncEligAbv125 equals 0.25 (= 1.5 - 1.25). For states with an income eligibility 
criterion at or below 1.25 times the poverty level, or for states without an income 
criterion, IncEligAbv125 equals 0. So, for Texas, which has an income eligibility 
criterion of 1.25 times the poverty level, IncEligAbv125 equals 0. The coefficient 
on this variable allows us to predict the number of households that would take 
Lifeline if a 1.35 PLC were adopted. 

The federal government establishes the poverty level threshold, which is based on the number of people living in the 
household, and whether the household is in the mainland United States, Alaska, or Hawaii. The Current Population 
Survey of Households (CPSH) data conveniently list the poverty level for each family in the family record portion of 
the data. 

I 
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So for Texas, and other states with a 1.25 PLC (and for states without an income- 
based criterion), the new policy would increase the independent variable from 0.25 
to 0.35, or by 0.1, and the dependent variable would increase 5.8 percentage points. 
The percentage point increase in percentage of households at or below 1.5 times 
the poverty level that take Lifeline because of a 1.35 PLC were implemented 
would be 5.8%. 

2 = 0.58 * 0.1 = 0.058 or 5.8%. 

The second Independent Variable is “California”. In statistical terms, this is called 
a “dummy” variable, and equals 1 if the state is California, and is 0 otherwise. A 
dummy variable is often used in regression analysis to quantify specific effects. 
California is the only state using self-certification with an income-based criterion, 
and it appears to have more households taking Lifeline than the CPSH data would 
indicate are eligible for it. Therefore, singling out California with a dummy 
variable to measure a California-specific effect is warranted. 

The variable “TotSup” is the amount of monthly telephone service support that 
Lifeline subscribers in each state receive (TotSup). The amount of total support 
that households receive varies with the local telephone carrier. For each state, 
TotSup is the amount of support from the largest carrier in that state. For example, 
in Texas, Lifeline subscribers in Southwestern Bell territories pay $11.35 per 
month less for telephone service than regular telephone subscribers. Therefore, the 
TotSup datapoint for Texas is $1 1.35. The more support that eligible households 
can receive, the more incentive they have to take Lifeline. 

’ The coefficient 0.58 is used to calculate the number of additional households that would take Lifeline with a 1.35 
PLC. It is multiplied by the number of households at or below 1.5 times the poverty level (i.e., ffom 0.0 to I .5 times 
the poverty level). Even though those households between 1.35 and 1.5 times the poverty level would not actually 
qualify for Lifeline. the model coefficient is estimated in such a way that a correct prediction is made. 
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Regression 2 - Lifeline specification 2. 

%HHBelowOnePtFiveTakingLifeline = 
0.14 + 0.68 x IncElgAbvl25 + 1.04 x California 

When comparing the two specifications, this one suggests that more households 
would take Lifeline because the coefficient 0.68 is greater than the 0.58 coefficient 
in Regression 1. So for Texas, and other states with a 1.25 PLC, and for states 
without an income criterion, the percentage point increase in the percentage of 
households at or below 1.5 times the poverty level that would take Lifeline because 
of a 1.35 PLC is 6.8%. 

= 0.68 *x 0.1 = 0.068 or 6.8%. 

Additional information about Lifeline regression specifications 1 and 2: 

Data sources 

The data are from the Current Population Survey of Households (CPSH) (March 
2000 data), the Universal Service Monitoring Report (Oct. 2002) and 
www.lifelinesupport.org. The CPSH data are used to determine the number of 
households at or below 1.5 times the poverty level in each state. The Universal 
Service Monitoring Report was used to determine the number of households on 
Lifeline and the total support (number of dollars) that Lifeline subscribers received 
in each state. The website www.lifelinesupport.org was used to determine which 
states had income criteria for Lifeline, and the multiple of the Federal Poverty 
Guidelines that was required to be eligible for Lifeline in those states. 

Data are aggregated to the state level. 

CPSH has data for thousands of households, including whether the household has 
telephone service or not. If it were possible to do so, it would be best to conduct 
the analysis at the household level to maximize the number of observations and to 
account for several demographic factors. Unfortunately, CPSH data do not report 
whether the household is receiving the Lifeline subsidy. Therefore, individual data 
observations could not directly be used for the estimation. These regressions 
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therefore use data that have been aggregated to the state level. This means there is 
a single data point constructed for each state. The number of Lifeline subscribers 
for each state is available from the Universal Service Monitoring Report, however, 
so the CPSH data are aggregated to the state level. The number of households that 
are at or below 1.5 times the poverty level in a particular state is determined by 
summing the statistical weight of each household at or below 1.5 times the poverty 
level (the statistical weight for each household is determined by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics), and dividing by 100. (The statistical weights add up to 100 times 
the number of households in the state, so dividing by 100 is a necessary step.) 

Additional information on regression sDecification 

The dependent variable: %HHBelowOnePtFiveTakingL$eline. 

As mentioned above, the dependent variable is the number of households taking 
Lifeline divided by the number of households that are at or below 1.5 times the 
poverty level. The dependent variable should be a measuxe of participation rate, 
and this requires a measure of takers and a measure of eligibility. An ideal 
measure would have been the number of households taking Lifeline divided by the 
total number of households that are eligible. Obtaining a measure of number of 
eligible households in each state is not possible, as will be explained below, so a 
surrogate measure “number of households that are at or below 1.5 times the 
poverty level” is used in its place. As long as the resulting surrogate participation 
rate is consistent across states, and used properly, the resulting analysis is correct. 

The surrogate is necessary because of a measurement problem. There are several 
states where it is difficult to measure the number of households that are eligible for 
Lifeline. This happens most often when states use state-specific programs as 
eligibility criteria. Because the CPSH survey does not ask about every possible 
welfare program, the CPSH data cannot always be used to determine if a 
household is eligible for Lifeline or not. 
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Therefore, an alternative dependent variable was needed. The number of 
households below 1.5 times the poverty level is a reasonable proximate measure of 
support need. So, instead of dividing the number of households taking Lifeline by 
the number of households eligible for Lifeline, the dependent variable in this 
analysis is the number of households taking Lifeline divided by the number of 
households that are at or below 1.5 times the poverty level. The 1.5 times the 
poverty level threshold was chosen because it was the highest poverty level 
criterion used by any state, and it was used by several states. 

The principal independent variable: IncEligAbvl25 

As mentioned above, IncEligAbv125 equals that state’s income eligibility level (if 
it has one) minus 1.25. If the state has no income eligibility criterion, or if it has 
one that is less than 1.25 times the poverty level, then the datapoint equals zero for 
that state. 

The main objective of the regression analysis is to quantify the number of 
additional households that will subscribe to Lifeline with the implementation of an 
income-based eligibility criterion. Generally, states using higher multiples of the 
poverty level as an eligibility criterion have higher Lifeline participation rates than 
states using lower multiples of the poverty level criteria (or states using no income 
based criterion at all). The coefficient on IncEligAbvl25 is used to predict the 
number of households that would take Lifeline due to a 1.35 PLC. 

Preliminary modeling indicated that a nationwide implementation of an income 
criterion set at or below 1.25 times the poverty level would not increase the 
number of households taking Lifeline by a statistically significant amount. 
Because some states use lower multiples of the poverty level to determine Lifeline 
eligibility, one would expect that using a higher multiple of the poverty level 
would increase the number of households eligible for Lifeline in those states. 
However, basing this independent variable on lower multiples of the poverty level 
did not produce statistically significant results. 
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Discussion 

Discussion of independent variables: 

“California” is significant in both regressions (indeed, it was significant for all 
regression specifications in which it is included). 

“TotSup” is positive, but is not significant. It is nearly significant, however. 
Further, there is strong economic reason to include it, because it measures a 
household’s incentive to take Lifeline, so it should not be eliminated &om the 
model without good reason. 

“IncEligAbvl25” is significant in both regressions, but the size of the coefficient 
varies, and it is just barely significant (at the 10% level) when TotSup is included. 
Other specifications of the model were run that included whether each state had a 
particular program as an eligibility criteria. Throughout most of the trial 
specifications, the coefficient of IncEligAbv 125 ranged between the two values 
presented in this report and remained significant. Therefore, the analyses 
presented in this report are very robust. 

Low-income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) 

Other trial variables are tested in the regression analysis, but for the reasons listed 
below, these trials are not adopted. However, when the regression included 
whether the state had energy assistance as a method for qualifying for Lifeline, the 
coefficient on IncEligAbvl25 dropped 40% and was not even close to being 
Significant. This trial regression model is contrary to sound economics for two 
reasons. 

First, if the results were accurate, it would indicate that there would be no 
significant additional Lifeline subscribership with the implementation of a 1.35 
PLC. This is not plausible, because the logistic regression analysis (see Appendix 
2) indicates that a 1.35 PLC would significantly increase the number of households 
taking telephone service. Because we find strong evidence that a 1.35 PLC would 
increase telephone subscribership, a similar impact on Lifeline subscribership is 
also expected. 

Second, if the coefficient on IncEligAbvl25 from the Lifeline Regression were 
plugged into the model, it would indicate that just 10% of those households that 
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would become eligible would take Lifeline service, which seems far too low. 
Currently, over 30% of eligible households take Lifeline service. While the 
percentage of eligible households that would take Lifeline would surely decrease 
as eligibility requirements were eased, there is no reason to believe that it would 
drop by more than 213. Thus, adding a variable quantifying whether the state has 
energy assistance as an eligibility requirement leads to results that are not 
consistent with economic theory. That trial regression is therefore not used.3 

Given that the coefficient on IncEligAbvl25 ranges between 0.582 and 0.682 in all 
the other trial regressions, that range is used in this study. Table 2.D uses the 
results from the regression analysis to quantify the number of households that 
would take Lifeline as a result of a 1.35 PLC. 

OLS regression was used using the statistical computer program Stata 7.0. The 
regression outputs (below) show the significance of each coefficient. 

We note that there is some multicollinearity between the energy assistance variable and TotSup. As a practical 
matter, if energy assistance is included in the regression and TotSup is removed, then the coefficient on IncElgAbv 125 
returns to normal levels and is significant. 
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____ Regression output 

. reg %HHBelowOnePtFiveTakingLifeline IncElgAbvl25 California TotSup 

Source I ss df MS Number of obs = 51 
F( 3, 47) = 19.64 

Model I 1,5914109 3 ,530470301 Prob > F = 0.0000 
Residual 1 1.26974251 47 .027015798 R-squared = 0.5562 

-------------+------------------------------ Adj R-squared = 0.5279 
Total 1 2.86115341 50 ,057223068 Root MSE = .16436 

-------------+------------------------------ 

I Coef. Std. E r r .  t P>ltl [95% Conf. Interval] 

IncElgAbvl25 I ,5815073 ,3422222 1.70 0,096 -.lo6955 1.26997 
California I 1,040881 .la25073 5.70 0.000 ,6737233 1.408038 

TotSup I .0166981 .0102551 1.63 0.110 -.0039326 .0373288 
,1818648 

-------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 

Constant I -.0220947 .lo13846 -0.22 0.828 -.2260543 

reg %HHBelowOnePtFiveTakingLlfeline IncElgAbvl25 California 

Source I ss df MS Number of obs = 51 
F( 2, 48) = 27.19 

1.51978515 2 .759892577 Prob > F = 0.0000 
1.34136826 48 .027945172 R-squared = 0.5312 

Adj R-squared = 0.5116 
2.86115341 50 .057223068 Root MSE = ,16717 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

I Coef. Std. Err. t P>ltl [95% Conf. Interval] 

IncElgAbvl25 I .682112 ,3423391 1.99 0 . 0 5 2  -.006207 1,370431 
California I 1,045145 ,1856009 5.63 0 , 0 0 0  .6719696 1.418321 
Constant 1 .1380132 .0251194 5.49 0.000 ,0875073 ,1885132 
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Technical Appendix 2 

Background information for Table 2.G 
(Would a 1.35 PLC for Lifeline increase telephone penetration?) 

Below are the results of two logistic regressions. They show the effects that a 1.35 
PLC for Lifeline has on telephone subscribership. Logistic regression 1 was used 
for the study. Logistic regression 2 tested whether California’s self-certification 
process for income-based eligibility increased telephone penetration among low- 
income households. 

Logistic regression 1 - Telephone Specification 1: 

1 11.09 + 0.189*X1+ -.753* X2 + .728* X3 + .521* X4 + .032* X5 +- 0.326*X6) Y = 1 / (1 + e -  

Explanation of variables for Telephone Specification l .  

Dependent variable: 

Does the household have telephone service? (Y = H - TELHHD) 

The dependent variable is whether the low-income household has telephone 
service. The data point for a household equals one if the household has telephone 
service, and equals zero otherwise. The dataset is comprised of data from only 
those households with incomes at or below 1.5 times the poverty level. 

Independent variables: 

Is the household in a state with a 1.35 or less restrictive poverty level criterion? 
(Xi = SH135BET) 

If the household is in a state that uses a 1.35 PLC for Lifeline (or if the state uses a 
higher multiple of the poverty level), then SH135BET equals one for that data 
point; otherwise, it equals zero. Because the sample is restricted to only those 
households that are at or below 1.35 times the poverty level, all data points for this 
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variable will be either a “0” or “1”.  Of these low-income households, 19.1 percent 
live in a state with a 1.35 to 1.5 PLC, and the independent variable SH135BET 
equals 1 for these households. For the other 80.9 percent, the independent variable 
SH135BET value equals 0. 

This is the only independent variable used in the codbenefit analysis, and 
therefore the accuracy of its coefficient is of most concern. The coefficient on this 
variable (0.189) is later used to quantify the increased probability that a low- 
income household will take telephone service (or fraction of) as the result of a 1.35 
PLC . 

This quantification is accomplished as follows: When XI is changed, Y will 
change. For an individual household, the change of XI from 0 to 1 models the 
effect of implementing a 1.35 PLC for that particular household. When modeling 
the change nationally, XI is changed from .191 (19.1%, which reflects the fact that 
19.1 percent of the sample households already live in a state with a 1.35 PLC) to 1 .  
As a result, Y changes according to Logistic regression 1 above (Y is interpreted as 
a percentage-or probability-of households with telephone subscribership, and 
ranges from 0 to 1). When we change the “baseline” 19.1 percent of low-income 
households (living in a state with a 1.35 PLC) to the “new policy” 100.0 percent, 
then predicted telephone subscribership among sample households increases from 
88.3 percent to 89.8 percent. 

Is the household a mobile home? (XI = MOBHOME) 

If the household is a mobile home, then the MOBHOME equals one for that 
datapoint; otherwise, it equals zero. 

Is the household owned by the householders? (X3 = 0FV”OME) 

If the householders own the home themselves, then OWNHOME for that data 
point equals 1; otherwise, it equals zero. 

Percentage of households who lived at that address for at least one year. (x, = 
PCTONE YEAR) 
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The data points for PCTONEYEAR equal the percentage of the adults in that 
household that have lived at that address for at least one year. 

Total value of household income (x, = HTOWAL) 

The data points for each household equal the household’s entire annual income 
including the value of transfer (e.g., welfare) payments. 

Is someone in the household on food stamps? (x, = HFOODSP) 

If someone in the household is on food stamps, then HFOODSP equals one for that 
data point; otherwise, it equals zero. 

For the results of this specification, see page 5 1, below. 

Logistic regression 2 - Telephone Specification 2: 

Telephone Specification 2 includes all the variables from specification 1, and 
includes the variable California. 

California. (CALIF) 

If the household is in California, the variable equals one, otherwise, it equals zero. 

For the results of this specification, see page 52,  below. 

Additional information about specifications 1 and 2 

Price 

None of the logistic regression specifications include the price of telephone 
service. This is because the price that each household faces is unknown. Different 
carriers offer service at different prices, and even within the same carrier, the price 
of telephone service varies from city to city. Because the carrier that would serve 
each household is unknown, price cannot be included in the logistic regressions. 
Earlier research has shown that omitting the price of telephone service does not 
affect the coefficients of the other variables in this logistic regression. This is 
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because the coefficient on price would be tiny, so any “missing variable” bias 
would also be tiny.4 

Data sources 

The data in this analysis are from the Current Population Survey of Households 
(CPSH) from March 2000. CPSH data contain information on over 50,000 
households. From these data, the relevant demographic information are extracted 
for analysis, including: 1) whether the household has telephone service, 2) 
household’s total income (including the value of transfer payments), 3) the poverty 
level for that household (i.e., household earnings divided by state definition of 
poverty-level income), 4) the state the household lives in, 5 )  whether the household 
dwelling is owned or rented, 6) the number of adult members that live in the 
household for at least one year, 7) the number of adults living in the household, 
and 8) the list of subsidies the household receives, which included Federal Public 
Housing Assistance (Section 8), Food Stamps, LIHEAP, Medicaid, and 
Supplemental Security Income. The CPSH data also includes information on 
whether or not the household has telephone service. 

Household-level data are used 

All the information is available for each household, so the analysis is conducted at 
the household level; aggregating to the state level is unnecessary. 

Logistic regression preferred to “standard” OLS regression 

Because the dependent variable is binary (a household either has telephone service 
and is thereby assigned a values of one ( I ) ,  or it does not and is thereby assigned a 
value of 0 (zero), logistic regression analysis is preferred to a Linear Probability 
model using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS). With binary dependent variables, 

‘ The formula for calculating the missing variable bias can be found in many textbooks, including William H. Greene, 
Econometric Analvsis, at 402 (3d ed. 1997). Observation of the equation shows that ifthe missing variable is 
uncorrelated with an independent variable, then the coeficient on that independent variable is unbiased. A regression 
was run to see iftelephone prices are correlated with the variable SH135BET. The weighted average price for each of 
the 41 states for which price data are available was created. The variable price was then regressed on the variable 
SH135BET. There was no correlation. (See industry Analysis and Technology Division, Wireline Competition 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commission, Reference Book, at 7-8 (2002). 
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linear regressions can produce erroneous results, such as a household having more 
than a 100% probability of taking telephone service, or a household having a 
negative probability of taking telephone service. Both of these situations are 
impossible. Logistic regression analysis avoids this problem, and is appropriate for 
measuring saturation concepts such as telephone penetration. The following graph 
illustrates the difference between the two approaches. In the following graph 
(taken from the Internet), “linear probability model” refers to OLS regression 
results, and Y (ranging from 0 to 1)  refers to probability. 

Comparing the LP and Logit Models 

Y 

I 

Unfortunately, logistic regressions produce coefficients that are more difficult to 
interpret than the coefficients that OLS produces. A few additional computations 
are needed to use the coefficients in the cost-benefit analysis. Therefore, Table 
2.H is created, which uses the coefficients from the logistic regression to determine 
the number of households that would have taken phone service in 2000 and 2004 if 
a 1.35 poverty level criterion were instituted nationally. The number of 
households that would take telephone service because of a 1.35 PLC is then 
compared to the number of households that would take Lifeline in Table 2.1. 

For more information on logistic regression analysis, see Damodar Gujarati, Basic Econometrics at 481-491 (2”d ed 
1998). 
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Quantifving logistic regression coeflcients 

In a standard regression analysis, the effect that a change in the independent 
variable has on the dependent variable is relatively easy to measure because it is 
linear. When using standard linear regression, a model is often expressed as 
follows: Y = a + b*X. In this equation, Y represents the dependent variable, “a” 
represents a constant, and “b” is the coefficient from the regression which is 
multiplied by the size of the independent variable X. The symbol A is often used 
to represent the change in a variable. 

The change in Y caused by a change in X is then represented like this: 
AY = b*AX. Thus, the change in Y for a change in an independent variable is 
simply the coefficient on the independent variable times the amount of the change 
in that independent variable. 

Because logistic regression analysis is not linear, however, the above calculation 
cannot be made directly. Instead, two intermediate calculations must be made. 
The first calculation quantifies the dependent variable using the mean values of the 
independent variables. The second calculation quantifies the dependent variable 
using the same means as in the first calculation, except that one of the independent 
variables is set to the new policy level. The second calculation replaces the mean 
of the independent of the variable in question (e.g., a policy variable) with an 
appropriate value representing the change in the variable. If all states adopted a 
1.35 PLC, then the percentage of low income households living in a state with a 
1.35 PLC would move from 19.1% to 100%. So, in this case, the mean of 
SH135BET (which equals 0.191) would be replaced with 1 .OO. 

For both calculations, Y is calculated by the following equation: 

Y =  1 / (1  + e -  

Table 2.H explains the calculations. The coefficient values from the logistic 
regression are in column a. The means of the independent variables are in column 
b. Column c multiplies columns a and b. These products are often called the 
“partial effects”. The partial effects are then summed to create a Z score. The Z 
score is simply a shorthand way of representing a +bl *xl + b2*x2 + . . .. When 
evaluating the independent variables at their mean values, the Z score equals 2.025. 
Y (the probability that a household will take telephone service) is then calculated: 
Y = 1/( l+e-”), which equals 88.3%. This means that, nationwide, households with 

) 
[1.09+ 0.189*X, + -.753* X, + .728* X, + ,521’ X, + .032* X, +- 0.326*X6] 
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incomes below 1.35 times the poverty level have an 88.3% chance of having 
telephone service. 

The second calculation is identical to the first, with one exception. Instead of 
using the mean value of SH135BET, the mean is replaced by a 1. As discussed 
above, this would be the case if all states have a 1.35 PLC. Just as before, the 
coefficients (column a) are multiplied by the means (column d) to produce the new 
partial effect. Notice that for SH135BET, the mean value of 0.191 was replaced 
with 1 .OO. The new partial effects are listed in column E. These partial effects are 
then summed to form the new Z score, which equals 2.178. This new Z score is 
then used in the calculation as before: Y= =l/( l+e-"). The new value for Y is 
89.8%. This means that if all states adopted a 1.35 PLC, then 89.8% of households 
with incomes at or below 1.35 times the poverty level would have telephone 
service. This represents a 1.5 percentage point increase (89.8% - 88.3%) in 
telephone subscription rates. 

To determine the number of households in 2004 that would take phone service due 
to a 1.35 PLC, the difference in the Y's (1 .5%) is multiplied by the number of 
households that are at or below 1.35 times the poverty level. Projections made 
using the CPSH data indicate that in 2004, there will be 17,433,000 households at 
or below 1.35 times the poverty level. Thus, multiplying 1.5% (which equals 
0.015) times 17,433,000 households equals 259,000 households. Thus, 259,000 
households would take telephone service due to a 1.35 PLC in 2004. 

Restrikted use of observations and variables 

The logistic regression analyses uses only selected observations and variables for 
good reason. One reason is to address a specific policy proposal from the Joint 
Board. The Joint Board is recommending using a 1.35 PLC. In order to determine 
how such a plan would affect households at or below 1.35 times the poverty level, 
only those households with incomes at or below 1.35 times the poverty level are 
included in this analysis! There are 8,358 usable observations. 

Alternatively, the sample could be restricted to households at or below 1.33 times the poverty level because there are 
three states that have a 1.33 PLC. By including households at 1.34 and 1.35 times the poverty level, we are implicitly 
assuming that those households are eligible for Lifeline even though they just miss qualifying for it. On the other hand, 
restricting the sample to households at or below 1.33 times the poverty line would exclude many more households 6om 
the sample in other states with a 1.5 PLC. It is not clear whether a 1.33 PLC restriction is better than a 1.35 PLC. 
Fortunately, the results are the same in either case. For both models, the coefficient on SH135BET is virtually identical 
with either sample restriction. 

6 
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The number of state specific variables that can be included in the analysis is 
limited because only 8 states have SH135BET equal to one. Therefore, including 
additional state specific variables reduces the accuracy of the coefficient 
SH135BET, the important policy variable used to quantify costs and benefits. 

Discussion of variables in the specifications 

Assumption that effects of a 1.33 PLC are indistinguishablefiom a 1.35 PLC 

As mentioned earlier, this study assumes that the effects of a 1.33 PLC are 
statistically indistinguishable from a 1.35 PLC. Therefore, SH135BET equals one 
for the states that have 1.33 or 1.5 PLCs. There is no alternative to measuring the 
effect of a 1.35 PLC because no states use a 1.35 PLC. 

Further, the fact that this analysis treats states with a 1.5 PLC the same as states 
with a 1.33 PLC is not problematic. This is because the households in the sample 
are restricted to those that are at or below 1.35 times the poverty level. Thus, all 
the households in the sample will make the same economic choice whether the 
state in which they live has a 1.33 (or 1.35) or 1.50 PLC, because the households 
qualify for Lifeline under either criterion. 

Inclusion of independent variables 

HFOODSP was included because it captures the concept of “poverty” in a way that 
income alone does not. Participation in the Food Stamps Program is an indicator 
of special household needs. Without a variable like HFOODSP to capture poverty 
in a way that income alone does not, the coefficient on SH135BET is negative and 
insignificant, which is counter to a reasonable economic theory of Lifeline effects. 

CALIFORNIA-Unique Effects. 

The CALIF (California) variable was tested as a separate variable in the second 
logistic regression because it was included in the Lifeline Model. The hypothesis 
is that California’s policy of using self-certification for income-eligibility could 
possibly have a unique impact on telephone subscribership that is different than 
other states. Just as California was singled out in the Lifeline subscribership 
regressions, one might reason that the unique policy of California should also be 
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reflected in the telephone subscribership analysis. The second logistic regression 
examines the effects of accounting for California separately. 

The results indicate that living in California does not have a unique effect on 
telephone subscribership. The second specification shows that the coefficient on 
CALIF is not significant, which suggests that California’s self-certification policy 
does not statistically significantly increase telephone subscribership among 
Californians (compared to other states) with incomes at or below 1.35 times the 
poverty level.’ 

The inclusion of the variable California in the logistic regression has a large 
erroneous impact on the primary variable of interest, SH135BET (whether or not 
the household is in a state with at least a 1.35 poverty level criterion). If the 
logistic regression includes the variable California, then the coefficient on 
SH135BET is smaller and not statistically significant3 If the variable California is 
not included in the logistic regression, then the coefficient on SH135BET is larger 
and statistically significant, as expected. This larger SHl35BET coefficient is 
found because the Lifeline program has a somewhat larger impact on low-income 
households in California than in other states. 

Furthermore, including a CALIF variable would compromise statistical accuracy. 
Including the CALIF variable would lower the statistical accuracy of the income 
criterion effect. Half of all households that live in a state with at least a 1.35 
poverty level criterion for Lifeline are in California, so accounting for California 
separately would wrongly remove any influence California observations have on 
the “national” coefficient for the variable SH135BET. The influence from 
California observations should be included in the coefficient for SH135BET, and 
so the 2nd model excluding the California influence (by including a CALIF 
variable) is not used. 

Because California has above-expected Lifeline subscribership, one might expect it to have above-expected telephone 
subscribership among households at or helow 1.35 times the poverty level. However, the data does not support this. 
When responding to the CPSH survey, households have no incentive to misreport their income, so those households in 
California that report their income as being below the I .35 times the poverty line most likely really are helow that 
threshold. The result is that California telephone penetration follows that of the other states. 

7 

* Although the coefficient on SHl35BET is still positive, it is not statistically significant. If SHl3SBET is not 
statistically significant, then it would he difficult to conclude that states having a 1.35 PLC (or less restrictive poverty 
level criterion) have any impact on telephone penetration. 
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Because there is no compelling reason to account for California separately, and 
because the coefficient on the variable California is not significant, households in 
California are not singled out in the analysis by including a separate CALIF 
variable. Thus, the California variable should not be included in the logistic 
regression. 

Total Lifeline support 

The variable Total Lifeline support for the household is not included in the final 
model for two reasons. (See discussion of “TotSup” from Technical Appendix 1 .) 
First, the total support that individuals within a state receive depends on the carrier 
that would potentially serve them. Thus, although the amount of total support from 
the largest carrier in the state was chosen, there would be a large number of 
households for which the variable “TotSup” would contain the wrong amount of 
support. For the majority of households in the CPSH data, the location of the 
household is unidentifiable, so the camer that would potentially serve that 
household is also unidentifiable. 

Second, when the variable “TotSup” was tried in the logistic regression, it proved 
not significant. When “TotSup” was included, the coefficient on SH135BET was 
smaller, but was still significant. 

The logistic regression was run using the statistical computer program SPSS 
version 10. The regression analysis computer printouts are displayed below: 
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Missing Cases 
Total 

Unselected Cases 
Total 

Logistic Regression 

0 .o 
8358 100.0 

0 .o 
8358 100.0 

Case Processing Summary 

Block 
Model 

Unweighted Casesa I N I Percent 
Selected Cases Included in Analysis I 8358 I 100.0 

291.862 6 ,000 
291.862 6 ,000 

Step 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

-2 Log Cox & Snell Nagelkerke 
likelihood R Square R Square 

I Chi-square 1 df I sig. 
Step1 Step I 291.862 I 61 ,000 

Observed 
Step 1 H-TELHHD .oo 

1 .oo 
Overall Percentage 

Predicted 

H TELHHD Percentage 
.oo 1 .oo Correct 

0 1079 .o 
0 7279 100.0 

87.1 

Variables in the Equation 

1- OWNHOME 
PCTONEYR 
SH135BET 
HTOTVAL 
HFOODSP 
Constant 

I I B 1 S.E. I Wald I df I sig. I Exp(B) 
I SJep MOBHOME I -.752823 I .IO9 I 47.273 I 1 )  ,000 I ,471 

,728299 ,081 81.442 1 ,000 2.072 
,521155 ,077 45.929 1 .ooo 1.684 
,1891 62 ,089 4.523 1 ,033 1.208 
.000032 ,000 30.847 1 ,000 1 .ooo 

-.326141 ,072 20.325 1 ,000 ,722 
1.091223 ,086 160.887 1 ,000 2.978 
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Missing Cases 
Total 

Unselected Cases 
Total 

Logistic Regression 

0 .o 
8358 100.0 

0 .o 
8358 100.0 

Case Processing Summary 

Block 
Model 

Unweighted Casesa I N 1 Percent 
Selected Cases Included in Analysis I 8358 I 100.0 

293.757 7 ,000 
293.757 7 ,000 

Observed 
Step 1 H-TELHHD .oo 

1.00 
Overall Percentage 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

Predicted 

H TELHHD Percentage 
.oo 1 .oo Correct 

0 1079 .o 
0 7279 100.0 

87.1 

I Chi-square I df I sig. 
Step 1 Step I 293.757 I 7 1  .ooo 

SJep MOBHOME 
OWNHOME 1 

-.748590 ,110 46.727 1 ,000 .473 
,734320 .081 82.599 1 .ooo 2.084 

Model Summary 

I I -2 Log I Cox&Snell I Naselkerke I 

PCTONEYR 
SH135BET 
HTOTVAL 
HFOODSP 
CALIF 
Constant 

Step I likelihood I R Square 1 R Square 
1 I 6136.356 1 ,035 I .064 

,517551 ,077 45.218 1 ,000 1.678 
,083355 ,116 ,520 1 ,471 1.087 
.000032 ,000 29.676 1 ,000 1.000 

-.322910 ,072 19.905 1 ,000 ,724 
,222716 ,162 1.887 1 .I 70 1.249 

1.095058 ,086 161.649 1 ,000 2.989 

Variables in the Equation 
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SEPARATE STATEMENT OF 
CHAIRMAN BOB ROWE, MONTANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Recommended Decision on Low-Income 
Programs. 

This inquiry developed a wealth of good ideas: Good ideas to increase awareness of 
Lifeline and Link-up; to better match eligibility requirements with need; to increase 
participation; and to lower transaction costs while preserving accountability. Ultimately, all of 
these ideas are intended to ensure that the programs better achieve Congress’s goals for them. 

In very many instances, the Joint Board recommends that this compendium of good ideas 
be used by the states to tailor programs most appropriate to their specific circumstances. This is 
very much a prudential, “cooperative federalist’’ approach to achieving the programs’ purposes. 
It encourages state creativity. To succeed, it will require greater effort and engagement from 
many states, including my own. Specifically, it will require close coordination between state 
public utility commissions, state and local human services agencies, the industry, and other 
stakeholders. 

Consistent with cooperative federalism, I hope this recommendation will also stimulate a 
multi-directional dialogue, with states sharing successful strategies, and reporting back through 
some efficient medium on their implementation of this recommendation in ways that will 
provide useful information to the FCC and to others interested 

I am pleased that the Joint Board gave this referral the same close attention it has 
afforded the other important issues with which it has recently dealt. 
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SEPARATE STATEMENT OF 
COMMISSIONER LILA A. JABER, FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Recommended Decision on Low-Income 
Programs. 

An important aspect of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) mission is to 
ensure that telecommunications services are available to “all the people” of the United States. To 
that end, the Low-Income Program has been designed to assist eligible economically 
disadvantaged households that want, but cannot afford, telephone service by discounting services 
provided by local telephone companies. I believe that this recommended decision, if 
implemented, will improve the effectiveness of the program by addressing issues relating to 
sustainability and accountability. I wish to thank my colleagues on this Joint Board for a 
balanced and well-reasoned recommended decision. 

I am optimistic that this recommended decision will ensure that those customers that need 
assistance will be eligible to receive it by expanding the list of federal eligibility criteria; I 
support their inclusion. The long-term sustainability of the program requires effective 
accountability. Several states have taken such steps to ensure program integrity by utilizing 
automated enrollment procedures both to add eligible households and to remove them when they 
no longer qualify. I am pleased that this recommended decision has been used to highlight 
successful strategies that states may consider implementing to improve participation in the 
program. I am especially encouraged by the recommended decision’s proposal that would 
require states to establish a verification plan. While I have doubts about the use of self- 
certification as a means of verification, I trust that the flexibility recommended for state 
implementation will successfully root out any waste, fraud, and abuse that may exist in the 
program. 
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SEPARATE STATEMENT OF 
BILLY JACK GREGG, DIRECTOR OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

DIVISION, PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WEST VIRGINIA 

Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Recommended Decision on Low-Income 
Programs. 

According to the Commission's latest report on telephone subscribership, 95.1% of the 
109 million households in the United States have telephone service.' This is a remarkable 
achievement. but it still falls short of the goal of universal availability and affordability of service 
set forth in the 1996 Telecommunications Act. The fact that 95.1% of homes are connected to 
the telecommunications network means that over 5 million households in our country do not 
have telephone service. Moreover, this number has remained persistent. Since 1990, the overall 
number of households and the percentage of households with telephone service have grown, 
while the number of households without telephone service has continued to range between 4.8 
and 6.4 million? 

The Joint Board and the Commission took action in 1997 to address the large number of 
unconnected households in our nation by expanding the federal Lifeline and Link-Up programs. 
Since that time 7.4 million households have been added to the telephone network and the 
percentage of households without phone service has d r ~ p p e d . ~  Unfortunately, in spite of these 
efforts and the efforts of the individual States, the number of households without phone service 
remains high. 

Poverty is obviously the primary factor limiting the ability of unconnected households to 
join the telephone network. Low-income customers are significantly less likely to have 
telephone service than are other  consumer^.^ The federal Lifeline and Link-Up programs 
provide numerous options to low-income individuals and families to overcome the cost of 
obtaining and maintaining phone service. The Link-Up program will pay the lion's share of 
local connection charges and provides for the waiver of all deposit requirements if a customer 
opts for toll-blocking service. Once a household is connected to the phone system, the Lifeline 
program provides substantial federal discounts off of normal monthly recurring charges, and 
encourages states to add discounts of their own. In some cases, these discounts can represent 
90% of a regular phone bill. However, federal and state programs to assist in the payment of 
phone bills are of no use if a low-income customer cannot get phone service because of an 
outstanding balance for unpaid local andor long distance service. 

' Telephone Subscribership in the Unitedstates, FCC Wireline Competition Bureau, IAD (Feb. 12,2003), Table I ,  
httrd/www.fcc.zov/Bureaus/Common CarrieriReuortslFCC-State Link~lAD/subs0702.~df. 

The number of households without telephone service last topped 6 million in November 2000 and has only dipped 2 

below 5 million once, in March 2002. Id., Table 1. 

Id, Table I 

' The telephone penetration rate in households with annual incomes below $5,000 is 78.9%, rising to 99.3% in 
households with annual incomes above $75,000. Id., Table 4. 
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I believe a large number of the 5 to 6 million households that do not currently have phone 
service, do indeed want phone service and can afford the discounted Lifeline monthly charges on . 
a going-forward basis. However, these customers cannot be connected to the network because 
they have previously had phone service, lost it for non-payment of local and/or long distance 
charges, and cannot afford payment of the unpaid balance. In short, the outstanding balances 
from previous phone service for these low-income customers stand as a barrier to these 
customers reconnecting to the telephone network. 

In taking further action on modifying the Lifeline and Link-Up programs, I urge the 
Commission to solicit data from interested parties to document the number of customers that 
remain disconnected because of prior balances, and the number of qualifying Lifeline and Link- 
Up customers who are precluded from obtaining service because of outstanding balances for 
local and/or long distance service. The Commission should also investigate whether changes can 
be made to the Link-Up program to address these prior balances for local and/or long distance 
service. Such changes could include reconnection upon agreement by the qualifying customer 
to pay off the outstanding balances over a period of months - for example, six months or twelve 
months - in equal monthly payments. In return, the customer would be provided with Lifeline 
service with mandatory toll blocking until the past due balance was paid off. The Commission 
could also invite comment on whether it would be appropriate for the Link-Up program to pay a 
set percentage of the past outstanding balances for local service, and whether such payments 
should be contingent on state matching payments. 

I applaud the work of the States, the Commission and the Joint Board in attempting to 
make the Lifeline and Link-Up programs more effective. I sincerely hope that the 
Recommended Decision which we issue today will move these efforts forward. However, we 
must never lose sight of the fact that our goal is to connect the unconnected and to keep phone 
service affordable for everyone. We must continue to search out and eliminate programmatic 
and structural impediments to greater participation in the telecommunications network by all of 
our citizens. I believe expanding Lifeline and Link-Up assistance to address the issue of past 
balances will go a long way toward eliminating a major hurdle faced by low-income customers 
in attempting to become full participants in our globally connected society. 

' I recognize that the Fifth Circuit has previously held that a rule prohibiting disconnections of local service for non- 
payment of long distance bills exceeded the Commission's jurisdiction, absent additional justification. Teras Office of 
Public Utility Counsel v. FCC, 183 F.3d 393,424 (5" Cir. 1999). The issue I raise now is the different but related issue 
of whether the Commission may properly design a program to assist in reconnecting low-income customers to the 
network. Such a program could involve partnering with States or providing inducements to the States to reconnect 
such customers. 
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